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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this sgtudy is to benchmark DoD, large

contract, supplier monitoring initiatives, specifically within
the Defense Contract Management Command (DCMC), against "best
practice" private industry procedures. A methodology for
identification and selection of "best practice" firms was
developed and acquisition procedures within Ford Motor
Company, Motorola, Hewlett Packard, and Intel were reviewed.
Commonalities between acquisition initiatives within these
companies were identified as follows: early supplier
involvement, centralized procurement, supplier monitoring and
recegnition, reduced number of suppliers, global sourcing,
and long term contractor relationships. These initiatives
were then compared to DCMC approaches and conclusions drawn
regarding differences and recommendations made to improve DCMC
procedures. Recommendations included; reducing DoD’'s supplier
term supplier relationships, allowing global sourcing of

products and refocusing on customer quality.
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I. INTRODUCTION

A. BACKGROUND

Global competition and customer demand have made quality
one of the single most important criteria for doing business
toaay. To provide improved quality, major corporations must
rely heavily on the quality cf their suppliers in today’s
highly specialized marketplace. Truly, the quality demanded
cof suppliers dictates the quality of the end product.
Accordingly, the technigues and criteria used to monitor

suppliers in the 70's have changed dramatically in the 80's

1

and 50's. Best v
the criterion of choice for supplier selection.

Why focus on quality? The following examples within
private industry, National Aeronautics and Space
Administration (NASA), and Department of Defense (DoD)
illustrate the importance of quality and reliance on
specialized suppliers.

1. Quality in Private Industry

The Christmnas bonus for 74,000 GM workers in 1991 was
a pink slip, terminating employment, stapled to their time

cards. (U.S. Congress, Jan 1992, p. 19). This was not the

first nor last awakening in America'’'s automobile industry to

the importance of a quality product.
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Ironically, the initial reaction of the Big Three
automobile makers was one of denial and a request for
protectionist policy. Looking beyond the commcn arguments of
unfair Japanese pricing and lower costs of labor and capital,
Figure (1-1) shows the real reason domestic automobile
manufacturers have been unable to compete, a lack of quality.

This graph 1is a duplicate of one presented to
Congress, by the Big Three automobile manufacturers, in 1922,
during a congressional hearing on urgent fiscal matters. One
of the goals which the Big Three hoped to gain from this
hearing was an import cap on Japanese automobiles. (U.S.
Congress, Jan 1992, p. 124) An import cap never materialized,
and primarily due to their superior quality Japan continues to
be the Big Three’s number one competitor.

This graph explains why Japanese automobile market
share in the U.S. has grown to over 20% of the market.
(Miller, p. AS) it also shows that U.S. manufacturers have
learned the importance of quality and are making improvements.
Americans both at the corporate and blue collar level realize
that maintaining market share or entering new markets can only
be achieved through a quality product.

Ford Motor Company is a prime example of this renewed
emphasis. Realizing the importance of suppliers in improving
the quality of their end product, Ford, with agsistance from
Dr. Deming, established a Q1 award for suppliers in 1981 and

founded the American Supplier Institute a year later.



Suppliers who do not reach Q1 status in a given period of time
are dropped from Ford’s supplier 1list. Companies which
achieve the Q1 rating not only receive increased business from
Ford, but are highly praised in the form of referrals and {1iee
advertising. (e.g. a full page ad in The Wall Street Journal)

(Raia, 1990, pp. 41-43)

QUALITY
THINGS GONE WRONG
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Figure 1-1 Automobile Quality (Big Three vs. Japan)

The automobile industry 13 not alone in its

realization of the reliance on supplicrs and need for gquality.

National Cash Register {(NCR) is another prime example of this




reality. Founded in 1884, their policies centered on self-
suificienrcy through the early 1970's. Their early mechanical
calculators were completely manufactured in-house; they had
their own foundry and even made their own screws. With the
advent. of the computer chip, NCR was forced to change cheir
policy or get out of the business. Today outside suppliers
provide 75% of the pavrts which go into a much expanded range
of end products. (Raia, 1938%, pp. 52-53) Tc evaluate the
quality of suppliers, NCR has a five level rating system which
goes from a low {$-5) £o a high (5-1). Not only is an (S-1)
supplier a preferred supplier for follow-on contract s, but its
products are taken directly from the receiving dock to the
manufacturing line without costly in-house inspection. (Raia,
1989, p. 65)

Interestingly, NCR merged with AT&T ir 1991 to jointly
pursue advances in telecommunications. (Whiting, pp- 34-40)

2. Quality in NASA znd DoD

Tha fundamental principle of 1reliance on private
industry for major systems used by NASA aund DoD, make both
organizations dependent on suppliere for guality products.
Two examples which illustrate this dependency are given below.

a. NASA

On the 24th of August 1993, less than a week after

NASA lost contact with its billion dollar Mars probe, the CRS

evening news asked the guestion: "Who 3is mnouitoring the

T



quality of NASA's subcontracts?" A preliminary investigation
by NASA &as to the cause of the probe’s failure placed
suspicion on a tramnsistor in a clock which controlled
important computer functions and was from the same lot as one
which failed on the ill-fated $67 million dollar weather
satellite earlier the same month. (Rosewicz, p. Al2) This
type of problem is not unigque to NASA, the reliance on
suppliers to provide quality products is pervasive throughout
the Department of Defense (DoD) as well. DoD buys more
merchandise than all the rest of the public sector of the
United States put together. More than 30,000 firms provision

DoD; of which 15,000 are prime contractors.

{(Thompson, D, 727)
b. Dol

After spending $2.7 billion on the Navy’'s A-12
program, a medium range stealch attack aircraft to replace the
aging A-6, the contract was terminated for default on January
7, 1991. (GAO, p. 2) Six design and management reviews
valued at $1.34 billion, with no plans for future use, were
the only goods received for this expenditure. (GAO, p. 8)

Litigation with the contractors, General Dynamics
and McDonnell Douglas, is ongoing to determine their liability
for repayment of the $1.36 billion expenditure for which no

benefit was received. While there are still many unresolved

igsues, this case highlichts DoD’s dependence on private




industry for quality products and emphasizes the importance of

accurate and timely contract/supplier monitoring.

B. RESEARCH OBJECTIVES

Given the importance of supplier quality, the primary
objective of this paper is to determine how DoD can monitor
their suppliers most efficiently while achieving the highest
degree of quality. Specific objectives which support the
primary purpose include:

® Jdentify private industry initiatives in contract
monitoring which can be applied to Government procurement.

® Determine the criteria and techniques used by "best
practice"” private industry to monitor contractors.

® Benchmark private industry supplier monitoring
organizations against that of the Defese Contract
Management Command.
® Validate manning levels for supplier monitoring based on
techniques used by the best of private industry.
C. RESEARCH QUESTJIONS
The primary research question, which addresses the
cbjectives listed above, is: Which "best practice" industry
initiatives, in monitoring large contract suppliers, can be
applied to Covernment contract administration? Secondary

questions which flow from this analysis include:

® Which criteria are used to monitor supplier performance
in private industry?

¢ How often does private industry review suppliers for
contract conformance based omn their criteria?




® Which factors are used to determine the manning level and
organization for contract monitoring in private industry?
D. SCOPE OF RESEARCH

Focused on "best practice" supplier quality initiatives in
private industry, this research will give particular attention
to the process or processes used to monitor supplier
performance on large contracts. lLarge contracts in this
research refers to any contract with a total dollar value
exceeding $25,000.00. This statutory level within DoD
separates large and small contracts; corcequently, it was used
to distinguish large and small contracts for the purpose of
this study.

From the processes used to monitor large contracts,
initiatives which appear most relevant and transferable were
selected and their applicability to Government contract
administration assessed. Because most DoD contract
administration is consolidated under the Defense Contract
Management Command (DCMC), this activity will be used as the
velween Government and private
industry practice. Existing supplier quality programs within
DCMC, primarily the Process Oriented Approach to Contract
Administration Services (PROCAS) and In-plant Quality

Evaluation (IQUE), will be analyzed in depth. Further, the

DCMC Organization structure will be reviewed and suggestions



made to strengthen the organization based on "best practices"

from private industry.

E, RESEARCE LIMITATIONS AND ASSUMPTIONS
1. Limitations

The primary limitation with this type of research is
the quantity and availability of benchmark data. This is
particularly true within private industry, as there is no
incentive for industiry leaders to ygive information to fivms
who may become their toughest competitors.

For the Government, although the threat of competition
does not exist, firms of adequate size, with similar contract
tvpes and dollar values are very few, limiting the number of
firmgs which can be chosen. At the other extreme, a
limitation inherent to benchmarking is the possibility that a
tirm which does closely parallel DoD'’s procurement system may
be overlooked.

2. Assumptiors

An assumption made throughout this document is that
the benchmarking process for "best practice" firms accurately
selected those with the most applicability for DoD. 1In
benchmarking, it 1is critical to identify the best in the

industry and ensure that the sample selected relates directly

to the organization conducting the study.

EoR




F. SUMMARY

Chapter I demonstrated the importance of quality, and
showed the heavy reliance on suppliers to deliver gquality end
products. In addition, it introduced the key focus of this
research--comparing large contract monitoring procedures in
private industry to their DoD equivalent DCMC.

To facilitate this comparison, Chapter II will give
background information on: benchmarking, the concept of "best
practice," Malcolm Baldrige Quality Award Criteria and
Purchasing Magazine’'s Medal of Professional Excellence.
Additionally, firms used to conduct this study are intrcduced
and an overview of DCMC given. Chapter III will then describe
how: data were collected, the benchmarking methodology applied
to this research and "best practice" firms were selected.

Chapter IV presents the data, and Chapter V analyzes
common initiatives in "best practice" firms and compares and
contrasts these initiatives with DCMC procedures. Finally,
Chapter VI concludes this study with conclusions,
recommendations to improve DCMC’s contract mouitoring

processes, sumnary answers to the research questions

identified and recommendations for further research.




II BACKGROUND

This chapter looks at specific backgrcund issues which
require clarification. It first defines benchmarking, a
concept central to this study, and then outlines how the
concept of "best practice" will be used. Tied closely to the
definition of "best practice," as applied in this study,
selection criteria for the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality
Award and Purchasing Magazine’'s Medal of Professional
Excellence will be discussed.

Additionally, introduction information ig given on firms
selected for research including: selection criteria,
approximate size and main line of Dbusiness (i.e.
manufacturing, services, retail, etc). Similar information
about DCMC follows the list of firms selected. This background
review sets the stage for the presentation and analysis of

data received.

A. BENCHMARKING

Benchmarking is a popular process in the business sector
brought oa by ever increasing competition. Companies want to
know what their competitors are doing and hope to improve
their own internal processes by adopting ideas from their
competition. Purchasing magazine describes benchmarking as

"...a gystematic approach or procegs to drive change into
an organization. It arrives at change by doing process-to-

10




steps 1in the benchmarking

procesgs comparisons and developing data about performance
output level for the process. In other words, it is the
search for those practices that 1lead to superior
performance. (Graham, p. 64)

® Datermine what should be

process. (Graham, p. 64) benchmarked based en critical competitive

factors.

Each step must be tailored to

. , L. ® [etermine Companiss to banchmark
the organization initiating with

the benchmarking process,

® Analyze processes and determine gaps

The actual methods used to in performense - your company and

tenchmark

tailor this process to DoD

are outlined in Chapter III.

® [Establish cause of gep

However, because the first ® Esteblish best practices to close the

gap end apply with nacessary modification

step in the process requires

gelection of "best practice"

firms with which to
benchmark, information on Benchmarking Model
"best practice" and the two

central evaluation criteria used to make that determination in

this research are outlined below.

FPigure 2-1 Process

B JRE S

DETERMINIKG "BEST PRACTICE" FIRMS

The mosgt critical decision in any benchmark or comparative

gtudy is determining industry leaders in the <critical

competitive factors. Recent management theory places a great

11




deal of emphasis on buying and supplying quality products and
how to identify "best practice" suppliers.
(Weber & Johnson, pp. 1-19) Background information on the
two evaluation criteria used in this study to define '"best
practice"--the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award and
Purchasing Magazine'’'s Medal cof Professional Excellence--are
discussed below.
1. Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award

The Malcolm Baldrigz award, named for a former
Secretary of Commerce (1981 to 1987), was created by Public
Law 100-107 on August 20, 1987. Since then there have been 17
recipients who have demonstrated, through extensive
examination, a superior commitment to quality in s8even
different examination categories. Examination categories
together with the maximum peints possible for each category
are shown in Figure (2-2). Each category shown is subdivided
into greater detail. Further, participating companies are
broken down into three categories--manufacturing, service and
nd company
category, the gqualifying inspection is carried out by a team
certified by the National Ingtitute of Standards and
Technology (NIST) and the American Scociety for Quality Control
(ASQC) . (NIST)

Of these three categories only companies in the

manufacturing category were congidered to benchiark with




DoD’s contract administration organization. This 1list
includes; Westinghouse Commercial Nuclear Fuel Division,
Motorola, Xerox, Miliken & Company, IBM, Cadillac Motor Car
Company, Solectron Corp, Texas Instruments, and AT&T Network
Systems Group (Transmission Systems Business Unit). Of these,
only Motorola was selected for this research because of their
size and the distinction of also being a recipient of
Purchasing magazine’s Medal of Professional Excellence.
2. Medal of Professional Excellence
The Medal of Professional Excellence is awarded each
September by Purchasing

IS S T T N R . .
magazine to the single

Examination_ Csteoerv Faints

firm which has
10 Leadership ........ ........... 95 demonstrated the highest
20 Information & Analysis . ........... 75 d e gr e e o f
3.0 Strategic Quality Planning . ......... 60 professionalism  and
40 Human Resource . ............... 150 result-oriented

Development and Management procurement performance

50 Mgmt of Process Quality .. ......... 140 throughout the year.
6.0 Quality and Operational .. .......... 180  From 1580 through 1993,
Results in sequence, these firms
70 Customer Focus & ... ............ 300 included: Ford,
Satisfaction
Motorola, Hewlett -
Total Points . ............... 1,00G

Packard, and Intel.

Ay P T S CL A S LR
Figure 2-2 Malcolm Baldrige Award Each of these firms met

Criteria




the criteria outlined in Chapter IIX, and accordingly, will be

used as "best practice" tfirms for the purpose of this paper.

C. INTRODUCTION OF "BEST PRACTICE"™ FIRMS SELECTED

Table (2-1)

lists the selection criteria, approximate

size, and main line of business for each firm selected.

TABLE 2-1 INTRODUCTION OF BEST PRACTICE FIRMS

Firms Selection Approximate | Main Line of
| Criteria Size Business
Ford Motur Comgany | 1980 Purchasing Salus-$88.38 Automobile
Medal of Professional | Employs-332K Manufacturing
Excellenca
Motorola INC. Malcolm Sales-$11.348 Communication
Baldrige Employs-102K Systems &
Award Winrer Semiconductors
I, (Manufasturing
Hewlett Packard 1992 Purchasing Sales-$14.498 Computer &
Nedsl of Professional | Employs-91,300 Computer
Excellonce Feripheral
Market 1
Intel Corp. 1993 Purchasing Suies-$5.94R Electronics
Medz! of Professional | Emplovs-25,800 Computer Chips
Excellsnce
=~ ——— -

D. DCMC ORGANIZATION

Project 60, a comprehensive study of defense wide
procurement, initiated in 1962 by Secretary of Defense (Robert
McNamara), was the seed which grew into the current Defense
Contract Management Ccmmand. Bolstered by the cost cutting
success of consolidating Air Force, Army, and Navy supply
functions into the Defense Supply Agency (DSA) in 1961,

Secretary of Defense McNamara saw the consolidation of Service

14
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wide contract administration functions as a logical next step.
(Mastin, p. 14) Consequently, Secretary of Defense Project 60
was established to explore the best way to consolidate the
contract administration function.
The charter of Project 60 was to:
Propose a plan for establishing uniform field contract
management covering all contract management functions such
as quality control, review of subcontracting practices,
property administration, industrial security review, price
proposal raview, etc. Provide alternate plans for
placement of contract management and organization
therefore within the Department of Defense. (DoD Project
60, P. 5)
The study itself was conducted by 84 seasoned Government
personnel separated into 13 task forces; each assigned an area

£~
P

r waved Av Tw 1027
o b VW LW -l e o Ut

a year of concentrated effort and some 337 visits to 171
various Air Force, Army, Navy, DSA, and NASA activities a four
volume report was forwarded to the Secretary of Defense.
(Mastin pp. 12-13). The report included 25 recommendations,
foremost of which was the establishment of a Defense Contract
Management Agency which reported directly to the Secretary of
Defense. (DoD Proiect 60, P. 13)

Duplication resulting from non-uniformity between Service
branches in procedures employed for review of contractor
internal management systems such as accounting, purchasing,
and estimating was the primary justification for this

recommnendation. An example used to illustrate this problem

was an identical antenna procured from the same source by the

15
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Army, Air Force, and Navy. The antenna was clagsgified
unclagsified by the Army, confidential by the Air Force, and
secret by the Navy with a range in price from six to twelve
dellars. (Project 60, p. 48)

Interestingly, Project 60 did not directly address the
reasoning behind separation of contract award  and
administration. In fact the report said:

For the purposes of Project 60, it was determined that
contract management would be treated as a functional area
which can and should be distinguished from those functions
usually accomplished by the buying center or program
office prior to the award of a contract. The merits of
this approach used predominantly by the Air Force and the
Navy, can be debated by proponents of the alternate method
of combining the buying and contract management functioms
into the same office and approaching the entire job with
the same grou; :f people. (DoD Project 60, p. 6)
By adopting this philosophy Project 60 greatly strengthened
the argument for separating these functions and tacitly
endorsed this philosophy by recommending a separate defense
contracts administration organization.

In January 1966, only three years aiter Project 60
recommendations were published the Defense Contrachk
Administration Services (DCAS) came into existence.
Organizationally, it reported directly to DSA vice becoming a
separate organizational entity. Operationally, DCAS was
separated into 11 geographical regions with local agencics

responsible for covering the entire United States. (Mastin. P.

19)

16




Today DCAS 1is the Defense Contract Management Command
(DCMC) a branch of the Defense Logistic Agency, formerly DSA,
and is the primary organization for the administration of Dol
contracts.

The present day organization has seen dramatic and
constant change over the past three years. In 1990 the
organization name changed from DCAS to DCMC and its contract
administration role expanded. The change was a result of the
1986 Packard Commission study whick pointed out the
duplication of contract administration functions conducted by
Service plant representative offices at major weapon system
manufacturers. Based on a Packard Commission recommendation,
LCMC took over Air Force, Navy, and Army plant representative
offices and consonlidated them into Defense Plant
Representative Officeg (DPROs).

The next major change occurred this year as a result of
DCMC’'s new focus on teaming and customer satisfaction. Using
the teaning concept, DCMC headquarters reorganized internally
into pvocess action teams to improve customer support.

In 1993, DCMC has over 400,000 prime contracts in house
with a face value of $800 billion. These contracts represent
over 25,000 different contractors and require a work force of
19,600 civilian and 6%0 military personnel to manage.

(DCMC Brief)
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E. SUMMARY

This chapter defined benchmarking and "best practice, " two
cornicepts which are dominant throughout this study.
Additionally, selection criteria for the Malcolm Baldrige
National Quality Award and Purchasing Magazine's Medal of
Professional Excellence were discussed. Finally, T'"best
practice" firme were introduced along with background
information oa DCMC.

Chapter III will describe how data for conducting this
research were acquired and outline how the process
benchmarking model will be applied to the data collected.
Further, background information on the concept of "best
practice" and both the Malcolm Baldrige Quality Award and
Purchasing Magazine'’'s Medal of Professional Excellence will be
used to explain the methodology for selection of "best

practice" fiirms selected for this study.
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ITT METHODOLOGY
The methodology chapter is made up of two sections.
Section A describes how regearch data were collected. Section
B deftails how the benchmarking and "best practice" concepts,
introduced in Chapter II, are used tc interpret the data

collected.

A. DATA COLLECTION

The basic research data used in this report were acquired
in the following manner: vreview of current 1literature,
interviews with DoD and civilian personnel, and survey data.
Each of these areas is expanded below and mer .ion made of the
most significant contributors of data.

1. Literature Review

While there is an abundance of informaticn on quality

topics and "how to" books on benchmarking, very little data
were available on the actual purchasing operations of
companies to be reviewed. The only
data on purchasing organizations came from Purchasing
magazine. ts articles, particularly on Medal of Excellence
Award Winners, provided an ideal source of information for
benchmark purposes.

Another excellent source for general reference

material was the Monterey Institute for International Studies
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library. Through CD-ROM technology, they subscribe to a data
base titled Pro-Quest which allows users to search for key
words in brief summaries of recent journal and newspaper
articles. This data base is periodically updated and proved to
be very current and informative.

2. Interview Data

Interviews became the primary source of data for
information within DoD. 1Initially, surveys were envisioned
for use both within the private sector and DoD for data
collection. However, after faxing a proposed survey copy to
DCMC headquarters, their recommendation was to solicit data
by phone and personal interview. (Toda)

Assisting in this effort, the head of DCMC’s Customer
Outreach Program was most helpful in both answering recgearch
guestions and providing follow-on points of contact within
their organization. Personnel in charge of monitoring
contracts for NASA, Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), and
inventory control points were contacted.

Interviews with private industry were used to
supplement information from 1literature review and gain
valuable insight into the overall organization. Persocnal
interviews were conducted with Intel and Hewlett-Packard
procurement managers and a phone interview made with the head

of procurement for Motorola’s Government El=ctronics Group.
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3. Survey Data

The lack of response on surveys (Appendix A) made it
obvious that getting detailed survey information is difficult,
and led to a more aggressive search for information through
personal interviews and telephone calls. Of seven surveys
sent only one returned with a substantive response, Hewlett-
Packard. Two other firms responded by letter declining to
participate, and no response was received from the remaining
four firms surveyed.

A recommendation to future researchers is to select
topics where data are available without the use of a survey,
or if a survey cannot be avoided, structure the guestions with
mulciple choice type responses which minimize completion tine.

To summarize, heavy emphasis was placed on existing
literature for research of "best practice" firms alcng with
survey and interview data. Much less written data were
acquired on DCMC placing a greater reliance on phone
interviews and a plant visit to the Defense Contract

Management Area Office for San Francisco.

B. METHODOLOGY FOR DATA ANALYSIS

Twoc methodologies key to this research are the application
of the process benchmarking model, and the selection process
for "best practice" firms. Each of these concepts were

introduced in Chapter II; however, description of their

specific application to this research is described below.




i. Application of the Process Benchmarking Model
Each of the five steps of the Process Benchmarking
Model, shown in Figure (2-1), are listed below and their
gspecific relationship to tinis study defined.
a. Determination of Critical Competitive Factors
The primary critical competitive factor in this
study is the initiatives used by "best practice" private
industry to monitor large contract suppliers. Additional
critical factors which will be considered include: criteria
and monitoring techniques used by private industry, design of
their procurement organizations, and manning level criteria.
In accordance with the model, these factors are selected by
the initiator ot the study based on their anticipated value to
the organization.
b. Determining Companies to Benchmark
Next to selecting tne right criteria, this is the
most critical step in benchmarking. Accordingly, it is
discussed at length in a following section on selection of
"begt practice" firms.
c. Analyzing Processes and Determining Gaps
The procesy analysis outlined in this step is the
topic of Chapter V. In brief, commonalities will be drawn
between initiatives of ‘"best practice" firms, and then

compared and contrasted with DCMC procedures. This procedure
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will highlight DCMC initiatives which are on the leading edge
of industry practice and identify areas where gaps exist.
d. Establish Causeg of the Gaps
Causes of gaps will be explained in the section of
Chapter V which contrasts DCMC with private industry.
Additionally, some  causes, defined as Dbarriers to
implementation, will be presented with recommendations for
improvement in the final chapter.
e. Establish Best Practiceg to Close Gaps
This final step in the benchmarking model
implements "best rractice" initijiatives to improve performance.
For the purpose of this study, final step requirements will be

-ad L ———

with recommendations Lo improve the

.
b b oman
met in the closing chapter

]

DCMC monitoring system.
2. Determination of “Best Practice® Firms

A critical decision, in any benchmark or comparative
study, is determining industry leaders in the critical
competitive factors. Since this study is aimed at impvoving
the contracting monitoring function within DoD, the goal i3 to
find comparable "best practice" procurement organizations
within private industry. Because there are few, if any,
+i rate tirms which match DoD in buying power and procurement
Jdiversity this proved difficult. Compounding this difficulty

was the need to clearly distinguish firms who resemble the

Government and are industry leaders in procurement practice.




To assist in making these determinations,
recommendations were solicited from two firms in the
benchmarking business- -Prism Research and Gongos & Associates.
Prism Research is located in Cleveland, Ohio and Gongos and
Associates, founded in 1990, is located in Auburn Hills,
Michigan. Both firms were asked how they determined "best
practice” firms when conducting benchmark studies.

Prism Research stated that they do internal surveys
with companies in the same industry as their client company,
and use the results to rank firms in order of best overall
practice. A sample of the survey criteria included: the scope

of their service, 8strategic importance of the service
, customer gatisfaction, ceost, etc. (Deahpande)
Gongos Associates said they have no sev strategy for
determining "best practice" firms and they <ondact benchmark
studies only with companies designated by their customer.
Their feeling is customers know who their competitors are;
making a separate determination not wequired. (Krug)

This study applies a combination of both approaches,
by focusing on firms which are identified as "best practice"
ard are large in size, analogous to what a DoD competitor
might be in private industry. As DoD has no equal in size or
direct competition, size as a criterion is used here as a best
approximation. For this research, "best practice" firms are

either a Malcolm Baldrige Quality Award winner or a recipient

of Purchasing magazine’s Medal of Professional Excellence.
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Additionally, firms selected must have annual sales in excess

of $5 billion.

C. SUMMARY

Chapter III explained the methodology used for collection
and analysis of data. Collection methodeclogies inciuded:
review of current literature, interviews with DoD and civilian
personnel, and survey data. Analysis of data collected will
be dcne using the five steps of the process benchmarking
model. A critical factor of the model, the selection of "hest
practice" firms, was based on firms which are proven
performers and comparable to DcD in scope. Proven performers
were further defined as either a Malcolm Baldrige Quality
Award winner or a recipient of Purchasing Magazine’s Medal of
Professgional Excelleace.

Next, Chapter IV will introduce data acgquired on "best

practice" firms and D(MC,.
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IV DATA PRESENTATION
Data collected on general contract management trends,
the supplier monitoring process, and the procurement
organizations within each "best practice" firm selected in
Chapter II are presented below., For the ease of the reader,
and facilitation of the kenchmarking process, the same
information with regard to DCMC is presented in the final

section of this chapter.

A. PRIVATE INDUSTRY DATA

The data for each of the firms described below will be
presented in the same basic format. The purpose is to give
the reader a sense of comparison between companies and set the
stage for the analysis in Chapter V which will draw
commonalities between approaches of difterent firms.
Interestingly, whether dictated by the market place, achieved
independently, or through their own benchmarking initiatives,
the gupplier management strategies of thege companies have a
great deal in common. In order the firms reviewed here will
include Ford, Motorola, Hewlett Packard, and Intel.

1. Ford Motor Company

Ford Motor Company has taken an aggressive stance on

quality which is paying off in improved market share and

better profits. Since 1980 the quality of their product,




measured by reported defects, has improved 70% making them the
leader of the Big Three. (Raia, 1990, p. 41) Quality dces pay,
of the top ten selling vehicles in the United States for 1993
eight are domestic and five of these are Fords. (Zino, p. 8)
a. Contraci Mapagement Trendg
With a 1990 purchasing budget of $50 billion,
Ford is keenly aware of the role suppliers play in the guality
of products. The following is a paraphrased list of contract
management initiatives which Ford has instituted to compete in
today’s market. (Raia, 1990, pp. 41-42)
¢ Globalization of supply base. In 1990 $15 billion of
Ford’s annual budget was spent on overseas gources. With
a global market, finding the right technology and price
meane looking at all possible scurces.
® Optimization of supply base. Since 1980, Ford has
aggressively trimmed its supplier base. From 1984 to 1990
maintenance, repair, operating suppliers were reduced from
7,00C to 3,000. Ford’s "Q1" program has been the key to
this initiative.

® Long-Term contracts. Over 70% of Ford’s suppliers are
under three to five year contracts.

® Single-scurcing. A highly contrcversial approach, Ford
has moved aggressively in this direction. Most of their
production parts are purchased from a single source under
a long term contract.

® Farly supplier involvement. Starting with the Ford Taurus
in the 1980’'s, heavy emphasis has been placed on team
design work with suppliers. Today an estimated 70% of
Ford'’'s total procurement budget goes to suppliers involved
with concurrent engineering. Concurrent engineering
refers to suppliers who assist in engineering parts while
the end product is still being developed at Ford.




b. Supplier monitoring Process

In addition to the initiatives above, Ford has
three separate quality programs aimed at improving the quality
of suppliers: Q1, Total Quality Excellence (TQE), and Supplier
Quality Improvement (SQI). Established in August 1981, with
advice from Dr. Deming, the Q1 program became the tool by
which Ford culled out non-performers from its supplier base.
Today, a supplier of production parts must be Q1 certified to
do any business with Ford. This certification is extended to
a specific manufacturing location which forces each plant of
a major supplier to stand on its own merit.

A follow-on program to Q1, TQE was initiated in
1987 to assess all levels ot a suppliers operations from
engineering ability to delivery and commercial performance.
Unlike Q1, the TQE award is given on a commodity basis vice a
particular plant. To qualify suppliers must be Q1 certified
and be able to document continuous process improvement and
present an assesswment of their core business areas; product
quality, engineering, delivery, and commercial viability.
This self assessment is then analyzed by the Ford buyer
assigned to that commodity and compared with Ford’'s internal
assessment of the supplier. If the supplier scores above 90%
in each of the four areas they are eligible for the TQE award.
By the cnd of 1990 seven suppliers had fully qualified under

this standard. (Raia, 1990, pp. S52-53)
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Recognizing that many suppliers &id not have
the in house capability to improve their processes, Ford took
a tip from Mazda (25% owned by Ford) and established a
technical assistance branch within their buying activity
called Supplier Quality Improvement (SQI) in 1987. The SQI
team congsists of over 100 technical specialists whose primary
responsibility is to assist suppliers in early product design
and quality improvements. (Raia, 1930, p. 52)

c. Procurement* Organization

Ford has a highly centralized purchasing

organization broken down into three areas of operation: North

American Automotive Operations (NAAO) which manages production
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Diversified Products Opera:tions which handles purchasing for
a wide array of automotive and non-automotive businesses, and
International Operations which handles all of Ford’'s overseas
procurement. Key points to note in this ccganization are its
emphasis on economy of scale buys and division of labor by
conmodity within each area of operation.
2. Motorola

Finding itself surrounded by Japanese competition
for market share, Motorola saw the need for quality earlier
than many of its fellow U.S. companies. In 1981 they began a
drive to improve quality by tenfold, then by a hundredfold,

and finally developed a s8ix sigma quality goal which has
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become a trademark. In simplest terms, six sigma means no
more than 6.8 defects per million component parts.

Their hard work and innovative approach to quality
has paid off dramatically. Motorola has expanded its sales
ocutside the U.S. to 44% of its total revenue vice 25% in 1985.
(Raia, 1991, p. 1)

Throughout the improvement process, Motorola is
certain that aggressive contract management has been
invaluable. Their unique approach to contract management is
outlined below.

a. Contract Management Initiatives

The following are paraphrased initiatives from

how they achieved their success.

® Willingness to learn best-in-class practices. To quote
management "We are born benchmarkers."

® Sharing their innovative techniques with suppliers through
technical assistance and education offered at their own
university. (Motorola University)

® Setting the same aggressive goals for suppliers as they
impose on themselves.

® Develcping a consistent approach among decentralized
business units with regard to assessment of supplier
performance.

® Instilling what they call a Quality System Review (QSR)
guideline with suppliers which enables suppliers to do
self assessment on their product and performance.

® Centralizing market research data gathered throughout the
various branches of the organization to act as a central
reference point.
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¢ Reducing the supplier base through supplier monitoring and
weeding out suppliers who fail to show continuous
improvement. The supplier base has dropped from an
estimated 4,200 in 1985 to 1,155 in 1991.
® Insuring early supplier involvement with emerging projects
by letting suppliers actually participate in the design of
new components.
b. Supplier Monitoring Procecss
Critical to the success of the initiatives
ligsted above 1is the close monitcring of suppliers for
conformance to the rigid quality standard Motorola requires.
To accomplish this, Motorola implemented a system aimed at
determining the total or true cost of a product. Titled
economic index, they devised & mathematical system based;
50% on quality (measured in defects in paris per million), 30%
on late delivery, and 20% on early shipments. The goal of
the index was to caiculate the cst to Motorola of suppliers
who failed to conform with contract requirements. The best
score a supplier can receive is 1.0; this means that the
actual contract price was the true cost to Motorocla. 1In other
words, no additional costs were incurred as a result of
suppliers who violated one of the index criteria.
Suppliers who achieve a score lower than a
steadily decreasing annual cut-off are eligible for supplier

awards and follow-on business. Failure to lower scores over

time is used as a tool to weed-out suppliers who do not show

improvement. (Raia, 1991, p. 44)




Another key facet of Motorola’s supplier
management is their emphasis on training and working with
suppliers. Their corporate philosophy embraces close working
relationships with suppliers and a mentor-protege approach to
their development. To achieve this goal they have set up a
univergity for training and a Quality System Review (QSR)
program.

Motorola University, founded in the iate 1970s,
wag origipally designed to improve the skills of only Motorola
employees. Realizing the need for similar training for their
suppliers and the inability of many smaller companies to
internally sgponscy auch training paograms, Motorola offered
courseg to suppliers at reduced rates. The communications
gector, within Motorola, found this training so effective that
they require ali 2f their suppliers to attend courses in the
following areas: design for manufacturing, desiagn for
assembly, cycle time, and statistical prccess contrel. {Raia,
1991, p. 50)

The QSR program 18 defined ag an audit whaich
looks at "...the collective plana, activities, and ¢vents that
are provided to ensure that products, processes, and services
will satisfy customer needs." (Raia, 1991, p. 47) Like their
University, when QSR (g) were initiated iv 1981 their nurpose
was tc improve only interial guality. In 198Y; however,
Motorola begzn uging the same plan to assess the quality of

theix suppliars. By 1991 they completed audits on

a2




epproximately S00 suppliers. Key suppliers can now expect an
audit every other year and are required tc submit a corrective
action plan for areas which fail to qualify.
c. Procurement Organigaticn

Motorola is a higkly decentralized
organizatirn, comprised of business units called sectors, and
groups which operate as business units within sectors.
Consequently, each group has its own design, engineering,
manufacturing, and purchasing staff.

The purchasing department at Motorola’s
Automotive and Industrial Electronics Group in Seguin, Texas,
a typical purchasing department organization, consists of six

an o la —_ - = (]

teams. Bach team is responsible for the procurement

conmodity
and qu/ lity evaluation of suppliers within their general
commodity area. As a purchasing departmen:, the Seguin team
introduced a "dock to stock" program which eliminated over 70%
of incoming supplier inspection. This reduction was achieved
through certifying suppliers, and then relying on the
effectiveness ¢f their internal quality nontrols to preclude
costly reinspection of material upon receipt. (Raia, 1991, p.
45)

A corporate buying devartment was establ.ished

in the early 1980's, at the corporate level, to capitalize on

economies of acale. Staunchly resisted at first, the

significant savings passed along .o participating groups,




quickly reversed this view. A prime example were the millions
gaved when Motorola centralized capacitor procurement, a $460
million annual purchase. Part of these savings came from
reducing the supplier base for capacitors, through the quality
process, from an industry wide 108 to only three corporate
gsuppliers. (Raia, 1991, p. 43)

Mr. Larry Burleson the head of Motoroia’s
Government Electronics Group, approximately 60 buyers with a
$200 million annual outlay, in Scotsdale Arizona, gave some
additional insight into their purchasing operation. He was
asked to explain: whether concract award functions were
separated from management functions, how efficiency was
neagured
assess supplier performance and the relative importance to his
organization of noncompetitive foilow-on awards, long-term
contract relations and glcbal sourcing for suppliers.

Motorola does not separate the contract award
function from contract management. Even though a good
percentage of their contracts are centrally procured, the
actual contract award takes place only after a meeting of the
concerned groups who agree on award criteria. Subsegquent to
award, it becomes the responsibility of the procurement
ccmmodity managers within the concerned groups to monitor the

contract for performance and complete administrative

functions. Essentially this allows the group level commodity




teams complete control of the contract from award through
final payment.

This concept of complete control followed
nicely with what Mr. Burleson described as direct-line
management. The term direct-line management refers to a
commodity buying teams direct responsibility for the
procurement needs of an encire product or production line.
He explained that his buyer teams are as small ac two or large
as ten depending on commodity, and include both design and
quality engineers. The teams focus on the process and are
concerned with every aspect of product development.

In assessing the efficiency of individual
buyers Mr. Burlesornn stresged that individual appraisals at
least in part are tied to the effectivensss of the team. He
added that each buyer does have separate goals and objectives
tailored to the individual but stressed that these objectives
were more qualitative than quantitative.

Statistical sampling of incoming material was
stressed in evaluating supplier performance. Mr. Burleson
related thet of the 1200 suppliers he deals with, down from
over 3000, each receives a monthly report card showing initial
inspection rejects, production line reject rates and any
customer returns where their product was defective. This type
of monitoring provides the data necessary to calculate six

sigma quality described earlier. On the topic of suppliers,




Mr Burleson went on to say that of the 1200 suppliers 95% of
their business is with 300 or less.

The importance of awarding follow-on contracts
based on past performance was stressed as a critical advantage
when evaluating the relative importance of noncompetitive
awards, long-term contracts and global sourcing. Mr. Burleson
sees early supplier involvement in the design phase as a
critical part of their companies success. He went on to say
that suppliers who cormmit themselves to assisting in the
development stage of an end product do so with the knowledge
that they will receive the follow-on work. Long-term
contracts were viewed as a natural vehicle for maintaining
close working relationships with suppliers and facilitating
early involvement in product desiyn.

Mr. Burleson pointed out that this is
significantly different from Government coentracting for major
weapon systems where the initial design, prototype
engineering, and manufacturing are bid competitively and cften
done by different companies. He went on to say that while
the dollar amount of the actual contracts awarded in each of
these phases may be lower the separation of these functions
leads to costly transition problems which drive up the total
cost .

On the issue of globai sourcing, his feeling
was that in the current day global economy it is almost

impossible to discern the country of origin of a given
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product. He explained this view by saying the raw materials
for a product may come from Japan the processing work done in
the United States and the major corporate stockholders are
from Taiwan. This type of fragmented control makes the
concept of buy American obsolete.

Because of his close relationship with DCMC as
a primary Government source of supply, Mr. Burleson gave some
final comments on what he sees as areas where the organization
needs improvement. Foremost of these was the feeling that
Government contracting representatives, both in initial
procurement and administration, are inundated with
regulations. He related that Government representatives are
overly concerned with making procedural mistakes and
constantly documenting their decisions to satisfy outside
auditors, like the Inspector General. He added that the
focus on competing every contract has prevented the Government
irom taking advantage of long-term relationships critical to
overall effectiveness.

In closing, he pointed out that Government weapon
gsystems research and development funding no longer drives the
cutting edge of technology. Ke added that the Government must
find ways to use emerging commercial technology in their
programs if they want to maintain a technological edge. This
is in opposition to the existing approach where suppliers

build custom parts to Government specifications.
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3. Howlett-Packard

Hewlett-Packard (HP)} has enjoyed tiemendous success
in carving out a niche in the computer and computer peripheral
market. While other computer related companies have
experienced a glump, HP continues to enjoy high profit margins
and dominates the market in ink and laser jet printers. When
asked of the importance of procurement in carrying out this
success, HP’'s CEQ, Mr John Young, had this to say:

Material cost reduction is very near the top of HP’'s list
of '‘'must’ cbjectives. Every aspect of procuring materials
must be managed expertly and can be achieved only after
serious and demanding negotiations with our suppliers.
Our procurement people are embarking on these negotiations
with the unwavering objective of providing HP with the
best supplier performance i the industry. (Raia, 1992, p.
32)

Linked with supplier performance is HP’s emphasis on
quality. BP saw a 10-fold improvement in product quality
during the 1980s primarily from improved supplier management.
To better understand the mechanics of their approach *to
suppliers, this section will again look at the contract
management initiatives, supplier monitoring process, and the
procurement organization within HP.

a. Contract Management initiatives

A 1992 article in Purchasing magazine, which

awarded Hewlett-Packard the Medal cf Professional Excellence,

listed six key reasons for their purchasing success. The
following is an abridged version of each: (Raia, 1992, pp.
32-36)
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¢ Top management support for strategic plinning in attaining
purchasing goals.

® Centralizing buying power in a highly decentralized
organization.

® Development of close strategic alliances with suppliers of
leading-edge technology.

® Global sourcing of desired goods. To quote one corporate
procurement executive "If you’re not able to buy from all
over the world, you do not have an effective purchasing
department.”

® Quality. During the 1980’s an estimated 10-fold
improvement in quality was achieved.

® Strategic sourcing through the follcowing activities:
development of a written strategy, gaining division
involvement and consensus, firm fair supplier
negotiations, ensuring contracts contain the results of

negctiations, ensuring contract compliance.

b. Supplier monitoring Process

Not surprisingly, Hewlett-Packard has a
specially designed software package, titled procurement
management information system (PROMIS), for handling all the

facets of purchasing (Figure

. I -1). i forms
® Maintain procurement spacificetion data 4-1) This system fo a
and related supplisy information. vital link between highly
® Updete purchase contrsct activity end diversified divisional

changes from sourcing plan.
procurement shops and the

@ Maintsin supplier performancs

. . corpo r asi

information. porate purchasing
department. The goal is to

® Electronically transmits orders and

forecasts to suppliers, present a consolidated front

to suprliers. Divigions can

RN A I R N AR
Pigure 4-1 PROMIS Functions negotiate with confidence if

33




they know the weight of corpecrate contracting is on their
side. To further enhance this policy, corporate procurement
conducts a guarterly procurement strategy board (PSB) where
the best minds in the busiress exchange ideas on how to
improve the process. A critical part of the PSB process is an
assessment made of key suppliers in the areas of: technology,
quality, responsiveness, delivery, and cost. Listed in order
of importance, this assessment is referred to as simply TQRDC
by HP procurement staff. Once this assessment has been made,
strategies for future procurement plans are made, by

commodity, with TQRDC qualified suppliers. (Raia, 19%2, p. 37)

c. Procurement Organizatiorn

HP is highly decentralized, like many mzjor
manufacturing entities since the late 80's. It has plants in
25 different U.S. cities and 16 foreign countries. As
mentioned earlier, the benefits of centralized procuremernt are
not lost just because the company is decentralized. In fact,
the corporate procurement branch takes the initiative in wmajor
commodity buys and sets the strategy for divisions to follow.
Accordingly, their work force requirements are determined by
contract complexity and dollar size.

An interview with Mr David Jansen, the director
for subassemblies procurement at corporate headquarters, gave

additional insight into the HP procurement organization. To
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find out how the organization really works he was asked: how
buyer efficiency was measured, whether or not HP separates
contract administration from award, and if any major corporate
changes were ahead. 1In addition, he was asked to weigh the
relative importance of: non-competitive follow-on awards to
proven performers, long-term contracts and glcbhal sourcing of
requirements.

Buyer efficiency within HP is measured between nine
commodity buying groups using two separate metrics. The first
18 a traditional metric--worth 60% of the overall evaluation- -
and includes such items as judgment, gquality, team-work,
employee development, etc. The second metric places each
conuuodity group in direct competition. Each commodity group
tracks a predetermined index for their commodity (i.e.
semiconductors, monitors, power supplies, plastic resins,
interconnects, etc.). This index is then compared to their
own negotiated purchase price for the commodity. HP sees the
index as the price their competition is paying and expects to
do better. Commodity groups are ranked annually by how much
they beat the index. Based on this ranking group members are
moved up or down on a five tier ranking structure for pay and
promotion. This injection of competition amony commodity
groups is credited with improving HP’'s overall buyer
performance.

HP handles the financial end of procurement at the

corporate level and lets the divisions take care of the
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paysical side. Corporate puts the contracts in place, but it
is up to the divisions to monitor performance and make buys
against the corporate contract. This separation fits well
with their highly decentralized corporate structure.

In the future HP sees an increase in corporate
procured commodities. Mr. Gene Richter, the head of corporate
procurement, formerly £from Ford, believes strongly in
centralized procurement. Accordingly, more commodities will
be screened through the divisional levels to determine whether
they can be centrally procured effectively. Test and
measurement equipment is the next commodity  under
consideration.

Follow-on noncompetitive awards are used cnly if th
price ig right. Even in commodities like computer memory- -HP
has nine percent of the world market--quality has become so
standard that awards are increasingly made on price alone. HP
has 12 suppliers of computer memory, and feels that the number
of suppliers is dependent on the number needed to supply the
product. There is no conscientious effort to reduce the
nunber of suppliers. In fact, many suppliers do not want
total dependency on one customer and will not take business
above a specified percentage.

Long-term contracts are used only when they benefit
HP. 1If the commodity is experiencing a seller’s market, then
an effort will be made to close a favorable 1long-term

contrazt. If the commodity is experiencing a buyers market
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long-term contracts are avoided to ensure maximum advantage of
competition and declining prices.

Global sourcing is the most critical element to HP's
procurement success. Mr Jansen said that in computer memory
Korea 1is "Saving our Bacon." He is8 actively pursuing
suppliers in China as well and sees tremendous potential for
both future suppliers and sales. (Jansen)

4. Intel

Intel’s success story shows the dynamic nature of
the high technology industry. Listed 10th in the chip making
industry in 1987, by 1992, Intel surpassed both NEC and

Motorola to become the number one chip maker in the world.

(Raia, 1993, n. 73) With

T

he introduction of Intel’s 43¢
micro processor chip, sales in 1992 jumped 22% and profit was
up over 30% topping $1 bkillion for the first time. A critical
factor to their success has been placing purchasing on egual
footing with design and manufacturing. The following
initiatives, supplier monitoring processes, and organization
are what makes the Intel procurement operation one of the best
in the business.
a. Contract Management Initiatives

These initiatives won the Purchasing magazine

Medal of Excellence Award for Intel. (Raia, 1993, pp. 70-71)

® Intel’'s supplier gupport program allows suppliers to use
Intel equipment in Intel manufacturing plants to better
learn the trade.




® Their unique approach to contract pricing has built in
price increases when suppliers exceed predetermined goals
in output and quality.

¢ Through consolidation Intel has reduced their supplier
base and now relies on only 20 suppliers for over 80% of
their contracting needs.

¢ Teamwork across functional lines and specialization by
commodity allows faster turnaround times and more informed
decisions.

@ Development of a strategic purchasing plan which includes
long-range sourcing strategies for all major commodities.

€ Top management recognition of the procurement function as
co-equal with design and manufacturing.

® Support of local business through nurturing programs aimed
at reducing dependence on foreign sources.

® Paperless ordering. For example, their Albuquerque plant

f?EfT?E?? that 95% of their supplier communications are
papericss.

b. Supplier monitoring Process

Intel’s approach to supplier monitoring is a

combination of process validation and quality control through

close association. Originally, contract performance was

measured by defects per lot with upper and lower acceptability

limits for defective parts. Realizing that this approach

inherently accepts variations from the mean, they changed

their policy to require perfect parts every time. This new

goal embraces continuous process imprcvement and provides

incentive for suppliers to improve. Intel is committed to long

term relationships with key suppliers and prefers to validate

their process, obviating the need for internal inspection.

However, if a supplier is suspected of a process proklen,
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Intel demands a root cause analysis within 24 hours. (Raia,
1993, p. 81)

Intel’'s top supplier award is the Supplier
Concinuous Process Improvement Award. Like the Malicolm
Baldrige Quality Award it is based on 1,000 possible points of
which suppliers must score 700 or more to be eligible for tne
award. To date only one supplier, Sumitomo, one of three
silicon suppliers, has achieved this award.

Mentioned earlier, Intel is committed to long
term close working relationships with suppliers. In
conjunction with this goal they have developed a strategy
titled N+1. What this means is they want enough suppliers to
provide the total quantity of a commodity and one extra to
provide for growth and cushion against unexpected shortages.

A Xkey problem with this plan is finding
suppliers with the needed capabilities to provide this target
base. To overcome this problem Intel has developed a supplier
support program (SSP) to build up their supplier base. The
plan aliows suppliers to work with Intel equipment at Intel
manufacturing plants until they have acquired the expertise to
produce on their own. Through this close assocjiation, Intel
evaluates suppliers based on--technical capability, quality
and reliability, ability to expand services to other plants,
total cost, and the desire to build and sustain a long term

relationship.




Recognizing their dependence oz Japauese
producers £or many raw materials--particularly plastic
casings for semiconuuctof ching, photo steppers used to
imprint circuit patterns on s8ilicuva wafers, and ceramic

packages--Intel has used their 38P program to promote domestic

suppliers. Last year, for the first vime in eight y=ars, 51%

. Procuresient Qryapization

Iniel oxganizes its procurement shop by
comnodity and ceatralizes alwost all of its procurement at
their piocurement headguarters in Chandlier, Arizona. In
addition to the procurement of key compcnent materials, the
Chandlex operation handles advertising, plant construction,
capital eguipmeni:, and transportation.

With the introduction of the new Pentium chip,
up to five times faster than the 486 version, Intel sees a
continuation o2f their rapid growth and an ever expanding
procurenent budget. Topping the $1 billion mark for the first
time in 1987, the Vice President of procurement anticipates
that expenditures will exceed $3.%2 hillion in 19%

Mr. Sean Dowd, a purchasing manager for Intel’s
Corpoxrate Marketing Group was interviewed to better
understand the mechanics of their procuramant organization.

Questions asked included: how buyev ¢ificiency wac measured,

what the overall satisfaction level cf the buyers was, whe:cher




or not Intel separates contract administration from award and
if any major corporate changes were ahead. In addition, he
was asked co weigh the relative importance of: non-competitive
follow-on awards to p.-oven performers, long-term contracts and
global sourcing of rszquirements.

Buyer efficiency is measured through an annual
development plan worked out between the buyer and immedizte
superior. This rlan is tailored to the individual buyer and
addresses areas for imprévement, actions to be taken for
improvement and how success will be measured in each area.
For example, 1f negotiation skills is an area of deficiency

the action taken may be attending a class in negotiation,

A -

rr
pat
m
g}
or
19

Ly c¢lass sitanding or an
actual assessment of there skill in subsequent negotiation.
Satisfaction level of Intel procurement personnel is
high. Mr. Dowd supported chie position by sighting low
turnover rates in personnel, i1ncreasing work opportunities and
a general perception that the role of procurement is
increasingly seen as of equal importance with engineering,
manufacturing and marketing the more traditicnal functional
areas withiun the corporation. In i1act, he related that his
purpose for being at the Santa Clara headquarters was to take
over the menigement cf contracting for advertising from the

marketing department. This function had bkallooned to over

$200 million in business and was the only wajor corporate
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level expenditure uot already under the supervision of
corporate procurement.

Intel 1like HP allows divisions to handle most
contract administration functions. Corporate procurement
relies on the divisions to inform them of quality problems and
handle the physical irgpecting and use of new products. This
does not mean that corporate washes their hands of
responsibility for que.ity products. The quality of goods
received under the corporate umbrella is a direct reflection
of the expertise of the commodity buyer. Accordingly,
corporate purchasing managers are sensitive to divisional
needs and always striving for continuous product improvement.
A recent initiative in this area is a cowpany wide supplier
monitoring program which is still in the development stage.
The ultimate goal is to allow input from all divisions
concerned on a suppliers level of quality measured in terms of
on-time delivery, flexibility of supplier to ineet emergent
demands, product defects, etc. This system would allow
corporate purchasing managers real time access to supplier
performance data when assessing follow-on contracts or
incentive bonuses.

Other new procurement initiatives currently underway at
Intel include small purchase order charge cards and supply-
line management. The goal of the charge card system is to
reduce paperwork by letting responsible representatives within

the corporation to procure.operating supplies on an as needed
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basis without going through procurement. This concept offers
greater flexibility to the line manager and empowers them to
handle day to day purchasing needs. Supply-line management is
a term Intel uses for contracting out an entire process to a
single source of supply. For example, the chemicals and
processing equipment used in "clean room" fabrication sites
are now purchased from a single source where previously two
suppliers were used. Now if a site does not meet the
stringent cleanliness requirements for manufacturing
semiconductors there is only one responsible party.
Previously when contamination occurred equipment manufactures
would blame the chemical manufacturers aod the reverse.

Mr. Dowd believes that follow-on contracts with the
same contractor are critical to Intel’s success. He preferred
not to use the word non-competitive and stressed these
contracts were in fact very competitive; he dispelled the fear
that this type of arrangement may lead to complacency by
saying a contract is only as good as how it is managed. This
philosophy on follow-on contracts held equally true for long-
term contract arrangements.with suppliers. All things equal
Intel’s preference is to buy American, but global competition
demands global sourcing which is critical to Intel’s overall

success today.
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B, DCMC DATA
For consistency, presentation of data on DCMC will be
presented in the same general categorieg as private industry.
1. Contract Management Initiatives
The following is a list of initiatives which were
extrapolated from interviews and literature review.
® The supplier monitoring function is centralized within
DCMC. Previous NAVPRO, ARPRG, and AFPRC plant
representatives were consolidated in 1990 to DPRO’s.
® Heavy emphasis is placed on monitoring supplier processes
with the intrcduction of In-Plant Quality Evaluation
(IQUE) and process oriented contract administration
serviceg (PROCAS).
® The organization is making significant reductions in size
which include reducing their U.S. districts from five to

three,

® Upper management has reorganized into process action teams
and focused more on customer needs.

2. Supplier Monitoring Processes

Supplier monitoring within DCMC is governed by the
Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) and is highly dependent
on the size of the supplier and the individual contract. The
size of a supplier in terms ot total contract dollars with the
Government triggers various forms of monitoring functions
which are carried out by the three major divisions within
DCMC, and the Defense Contract Audit Agency (DCAA). These
divisions include contract management, guality assurance, and

program and technical support. To better understand this
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process an overview of supplier monitoring regquirements within
each division is given below.
a. Contracts Mapnagement Division

The contractg8 management division has overall
respongibility for all contract monitoring. Organizing
required supplier monitoring--a complex task--is the
responsibility of administrative contracting officers (ACOs).
The ACO is a warranted contracting officer who has a specific
number of suppliers assigned to his or her responsibility for
an entire range of administrative functions. Monitoring is
only one part of s8ixty &ix administration functions outlired
for ACOs in FAR part 42.302(a). A common approach to this task
is the preparation cf concise lists of oversight reguirements
for each company under an ACO‘s purview, Table 4-1 is a
current example of such a 1list for a major electronics
company. This list is a duplication of one provided by an ACO
working at Defense Contract Management Area Cffice, San
Francisco. Specific FAR references and Defense Federal
isition Regulation Suppliemeni (DFARS) references were
added to show the regulatory basis for each monitoring
activity.

The key points cof interest in this 1list
include: the range of responsible parties conducting oversight

studies (shown in parenthesis under the system reviewed), the

number of gstudies required, and the FAR mandate. The FAR does




allow some room for interpretation in the area of follow-on
supplier monitoring and the need for additional oversight.
However, the fear of regulatory oversight compels most ACOs8 to

interpret FAR requirements in their strictest sense.

52




TABLE 4-1 SYSTEM REVIEWS REQUIRED BY FAR
System Review Status Interval Ref
Purchasing Systsms Review {CPSR) | OCMO South Bsy Every Three FAR 44.302
(DCMDW) Approved Years
Insurance/Pension To be Scheduled Bisnnial tAR 28
(DCMD Coniractor Ins Br.) by CACO
Government Proparty DCMO South Bay As Reguired FAR 45,511
Control Survey
(DCMAQ-SF Prop Mgmt Br.)
Quality Assurance Adequate As Required FAR 46
{DCMAD-SFIGFBQ)
Accounting Sysiems Adeguate Contiruous FAR 16.104
(DCAA ATD Suboffize) {Cont Reviow)
6 Estimating Systsm Arproved Every Thrae FAR 15811
l_ (DCAA ATD Suboifice) Years
1 Employes Conpsnsatior DCHMO South Bay Initial Award FAR 31.205
| (DCAA ATD Suboffics) ACO Approved &
Az Raquired
8 Matenial Mgmt & Acctyg DCMO South Bay Initial Award OFARS
Systems {MMAS aka MRP) ACGO Approved & 242.704
{ Undor Ruview) As Required
9 Master Subcontract Plan MOA by ACO Annual FAR 44,304
{DCMAOQ-SF Small Bus.j
Note 1: Requirements number (1, 2. 7, and 9) are for companies with

anticipated annual Government sales over $10 million.

Note 2: Requirement (3) gives the ACO authority to audit control systems
for Government furnished property--if provided on contract--on an as
required basis.

Note 3: For requirement (4), the Government relies on the contractor to
perfcxm quality inspection and testing. However, DCMC Quality Assurance
Representatives periodically validate these procedures and handle unique
quality specifications as required Ly contract.

Note 4: Requirement (5) is designed for ccntracts which are cost-type,
fixed-price redeterminable, or fixed price with progress payments.

Note 5: An estimating system and MMAS review, requirements number (6 and
8), are required for contractors with greater than $50 million in DoD
business the preceding yeear.
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Because of the ACO‘s unique position as the
overall coordinator for all administration functions, they are
often the lightning rod for new DCMC initiatives. Process
Oriented Contract Administrative Services (PROCAS) is the most
recent initiative embraced by DCMC headquarters.

Through the steps outlined in Figure 4-2,
PROCAS tries to form a partnership with suppliers. (Stacy-
Nichols, p. 9) It is interesting to note how this system
closely parallels private industry supplier assistance
programs like; Ford’s supplier quality improvement program,
Motorola’s University and Intel’s suppliexr support program.
Both PROCAS and private industry initiatives stress early
supplier involvement and offer assistance to supplierg in
understanding how their internal processes can be imprcved.

DCMC representativee are now a part of a firm’s
day toc day operations planning team. Previously, there was

little emphasis placed on

ARG <M N AR VAT CRN.
assisting suppliers in the

i. Govemment pianning
2. Teaming agreement improvement of their

. Team i
3 ;r:cas:hs'::;ncgion procegses. This new
5. Understanding _the process approach has received high
6. Seloct appropriate metrics
1. Moeasure, analyze, manage praise in some businegs
8. Adjust management )

circles.

- .
Figure 4-2 PROCAS Steps
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In a recent article, the American Society for
Quality Control outlined the PROCAS process as it has been
applied at General Electric, and had this to say about
results:

In addition to improving speed and quality, the PROCAS
approach providea a way to target limited resources where
they will do the most good. Both GE and DCMC want to make
sure that top-quality engines are prcduced on time, to the
customer’s specifications.... (ASQC, p. 6)

While PROCAS has many positive points,
discussion with ACOs responsible for implementation pointed
out two negative aspects. Firast, it does not reduce oversight
but rather streamlines supplier systems to better produce
oversight requirements. Secondly, the program requires
additional manning; consequenitly, only select firms are
participating in the program. Not surprisingly, these firms
are the Government’s largest suppliers, already familiar with
the monitoring system. As a result, many smaller suppliers
who are unfamiliar with the process and would benefit greatly
are left out of the PROCALS program.

It is important to note that this program is not
singular to the contracts management division. It is presented
here because it requires overall coordination between DCMC
brancheg, & function which normally falls to the ACO.

(1) Quality Assurance Division

The quality assurance division has

recently sgeen some sgignificant changes. In May 1990, DLA




implemented In-Plant Quality Evaluation (IQUE) as a new system
to take the place of the Contractor Quality Assurance Program
(CQAP) . The new IQUE system, outlined in DLAM 8200.5, is
aimed at replacing the rigid strict conformance tc
specification requirements of the previous system with a
process and customer-oriented approach. Mandatory end item
inspections are replaced with process or product audits. New
tocls such as, statistical process control, Pareto analysis,
flow charting and control charts are emphasized where they
were not previously.

The IQUE approach focuses on: guidelines
vice rigid rules, less control of practices vice tightly
tools vice
specific rules, and encouraging flexibility vice contractual
remedies. Accordingly, the role of the quality assurance
representative (QAR} has changed from that of a policeman to
more of a coach. This new change has been dramatic for many
QARs, and has required a great deal of training to change the
existing culture. (Alstott, pp. 6-10)

In addition to IQUE, many QAR’s are called
cn by the DoD customers they serve to provide specific types
of quality audits. The branch head of the quality department
at DCMAO San Francisco related that his work is driven by

gspecific test and inspection criteria designed by NASA, his

primary customer. Because of the high risk nature of the
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aerospace industry, his inspection requirements usually
include a 100% review cf the end items.
(2) Program and Technical Support Division

The program and technical support
division, made up of engineers and industrial specialists,
looks at specific contract requirements and assesses a
suppliers ability to conform with performance, <ost, and
schedule requirements.

For major weapons systems contracts (R&D
expenditures over $200 million or total expenditures over $1
billion in 198C constant dollars) which make up the bulk of
Government procurement dollars; cost, gchedule, and
performance ability are the key co

ponenta to monitor, To

understand how this division works, Figure 4-3 shows a current
list of functions generated by an Engineering Frocegs Action
Team at DCMAO San Francisco. (Gines)

For each

item 1listed in this figure

© Work Measurement
there is a flow chart and @ Reliability & Maintainability
«1SCSC Susvsillance
instructions for ® Integrated Logistic Support
. X , _ ; ®  Should Cost
impiementation. Discussion o ® Softwars Process Surveillance
all of these procedures is ®  Test Managemnt o
® Technical Support to Negotiation
beyond the scope of this ® Tech Date
_ ® System Safety Survaillance
paper;  however, to gain @ Value Eng Chango Proposals
insight into the actual

MRS AN RN R
Figure 4-3 Planning & Technical
Support Functions



procedures an overview of the reliability and maintainability
program, and C/SCSC are given below. These two programs were
selected as they are generic to most major contracts and are
representative of other program structures.

The key to the reliability and
maintainability program is the reliability plan generated by
the supplier in response to a Government request for puooposal.
Thisg reliability plan outlines the internal control procedures
which the supplier has in place to monitor the quality of its
product for compliance with contract specifications, and is
usually approved prior to contract award. Government
engineers then audit the company for compliance with their own
plan. Figure 4-4 is a flow diagram of how this audit function
is done at DCMAQO San Franciaco.

The diagram shows that if an approved
control plan is not in place at contract award, DCMC is
deeply involved with the contractor to set up such a plan.
Additionally, DCMC is constantly monitoring the supplier for
compliance. The next section describes C/SCSC, a required
part of every major weapon system acquisition designed to

closely monitor cost and schedule performance.
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REVIEW LEYTER OF DELEGATION AND
MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT

REVIEW STATEMENT OF WORK AND DETATLED
SPECIFICATIONS
IDENTIFY ALL TAILORED MIL-STDS REQUIREMENTS

COMPLIANCE - EXISTING PLAN

VERIFICATION OF NEW PLAN
REQU
« VISIT ALL R/M ACTIVITY SITES. L REVIEW SURVEILLANCE METRICS,
« MONTTOR FOR PROGRESS ON b REVIEW R4 ANALYSIS IN THECDRLS
SAMPLE METHOD WHERE APFLICABLE

WRITTEN MOLICIES/PROCEDURES.

« REVIEW COMPLETED FOLICIES/ b REVIEW CONTRACTOR'S FAILURE T
PROCEDURE AGAINST SOW OR INVESTIGATION REFORTS. .
DEVAILED SPECIFICATIONS,

. WITNESS OTHER R/M ACTIVITIRS
« ESTABLISH AND COORDINATE SUCH AS LIFERADIATION TESTING,
COMPLIANCE MEFRIC WITH MAINTAINARILITY DEMONSTRATION.
CONTRACTOR.
L DISCUSS /M ANALYSIS FINDINGS
WITH CONTRACTOR'S R BNGIL
+ REQUEST REVIEW OF K/M SUPFOR .
DOCUMENTS IF RBQUIRED.

« REFORT FINDINGS YO
PI/SPUACO AND BUYING
OFFICE FUNCTHWAL
COUNTERPART
-;gﬂvmw WITH THE CONTRACTOR'S
COMPLIANT
CONTRACT, SOW. SPECS AND e Ee NT POLICIES AND
NON-COMPLIANT AREAS. .
. COORDINATE CORRECTIVE ACTY m’& :“C“"‘
PLAN AND ECD LACTION T2/ *
‘ - REFORT NON-COMPLIANCE TO 3
. REFORT NON APPROVAL OF PISFLACO & BUYING OFC
CONTRACTOR'S RM PLAN TO FUNCTIONAL AREA
PUSIM/ACO & AUYING OFC ‘
l | + SCHEDULE NtXT SURVEILLANCE )

—~—1  AND ACTION [TEM FOLLOW-UP

Figure 4-4 Reliability/Maintainability (R/M) Surveillance
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Cost/Schedule Control Systems C(riteria
(C/SCsC), designed for major weapon systems acquisition. is
the primary tool used to monitor supplier cost and schedule
performance. In essence, this system 1looks at cost and
schedule performance by converting all contractor activities
into a dollar value and using that dollar value as a yardstick
against actual performance.

To better understand this process, one
must first discuss the work hreakdown structure required for
every major weapon system acquisition. This structure breaks
the construction of a new system down into its lowest
component parts, work packages. Each work package is a
detailed instruction on how to perform gsome task which when
combined with other work packages make up the entire system.
Furtl:er, work packages give a detailed accounting of the
estimated labor and material cost to complete the entire
program.

These work packages then become the link
between the work breakdown structure and the C/SCSC process.
Once they are established, DCMC audits a specific number of
packages for completion and compares the actual cost reported
by the contractor against the scheduled cost to estimate
whether the complete project will be over or under budget.
Additionally, the budgeted cost of work performed is compared
with the budgeted cost of work scheduled, for a given point in

time, to determine if the program ig on schedule.
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Contvractors have their internal C/SCSC
estimating system reviewed for compliance upon contact award.
The raview covers the areas of: organization of work, plannin-
and budgeting, accounting, revisions and access data, and
analysis of variances. Within these broad categories there
are 35 specific criteria which are used to gauge the
effectiveness of the supplier’s data generating system.

The accuracy of the contractor’s internal
reporting system is crucial. The data retrieved from this
system is then used in the following reports; Coantract Funds
Status Report, Cost Performance Report, Cost/Schedule Status
report, and Contractor Cost Data Reporting. These reports

provride updat

ea to the program gponsorse which
major system3 command, DoD, and Congress.
3. DCMC Organization

DCMC is a branch of the Defense Logistics Agency and
is organized by geographical districts. Within each district,
depending on the number and size of contracts, suppliers are
monitored by either a defense contract management area office,
or a defense plant representative office. Appendix B shrws
how DCMC is organized under DLA, Appendix C shows the current
district organization of DCMC, and Appendix D shows the

organization within DCMAO San Francisco.

Mentioned earlier, a Base Realignment and Closure

Recommendation was made to realign the districtg from five to




three and efforts to do 20 are ongoing. This will expand the
areas covered by the remaining districts and result in
increased workloads for ACOs.

Currently ACOs receive work assignments based on zip
codes. While allowances are made for the size and dollar
value of companies, new business within a specific zip code
already has an ACO assigned. One ACO at DCMAO San Francisco,
was responsible for 300 contractors with $3.2 billion total
value.

In connection with work assignment, funding passed
from the district to the DCMAO is based on workload in terms
of the number of contracts and dollar wvalue. However,
conversation with personnel at the San Francisco area office
suggested that the budget was primarily static and related
that budget cuts between districts are mandated on an across-
the-board percentage basis suggesting that workload is not a

predominant budget criteria.

C. SUMMARY

Chapter IV presented contract management initiatives,
supplier monitoring processes, and the organization structure
of contract monitoring activities both within private industry
and DCMC. Chapter V will analyze key industry initiatives and
identify commonalities between "best practice" firms. These
common initiatives will then be compared and contrasted with

DCMC procedures. This 1is analcgous to step three in the




benchmarking process model, presented on page 11, wnich
requires determination of performance gars between the company
ccnducting the study and tne "best practice" firm being
studied. Additionally, explanations for differences between
private industry and Government will be presented wnich will

support recommendations in chapter VI for improving the

process.




V. ANALYSIS OF "BEST PRACTICE"™ INITIATIVES

This chapter will look at initiatives which are common to
the "best practice" firms identified by this study, and then
compare and contrast these initiatives with current DCMC
processes. The goal is to discover gaps hetween approaches
which can be eliminated through adoption of private industry
practice. This analysis parallels steps three and four in the
benchmark process which looke first at determiniag gaps or

differences and then analyzesg the possible causes.

A. COMMON ®BEST PRACTICE* INITIATIVES

The initiatives listed below are common to all ‘"best
practice" firms. Each is deemed critical to the success of
the procurement operation and contract monitoring procedures
of the firms studied.

1. Early Supplier Involvement

Companies are looking for inncvative ideas and

assistance from suppiiers to redice cycle times and improve
product quality. Early supplier involvement, enhanced by a
reduced supplier base and long-term supplier relationships,
allows buyer and seller to work as a team capitalizing on the

best skills of each organization to promote new products.
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2, Centralized Procurement of Kay Prcducts
The spectrum of centralization ranged from Ford at the
high end, where 80% of spare parts are purchased centrally
(through their North American Automotive purchasing group), to
Hewlett-Packard at the low end where only 10% of line items
are procured centrally. Interestingly, the 10% of line items
procured centrally accounted for 50% of Hewlett-Packard’'s
annual outlay. (Raia, 1992, p. 37) The commonality here is
that all "best practice" firms aggressively took advantage of
guantity buying power even if they were highly decer - . ized.
3. Supplier Monitoring & Recogmition
All of the top private industry firms had a unique
program for monitoring and recognizing supplier performance.
Programs which emphasized gquality in terms of technology,
number of defects, level of technology, etc. over cost. These
programs served as a performance measuring stick and a tool to
weed out noncompetitive suppliers, another common initiative.
4. Reduced Supplier Base
with the exception o
practice" firm made significant reductions in the number of
their suppliers over the past several years. From 1980 to
1990, Ford trimmed its supplier base by 40%. (Raia, 1290, p.
42) The prevailing thought was a reduced supplier base
enhanced visibility and offered advantages through better

gservice and closer working relationships.
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Quality programs were critical in achieving supplier
reductions. In every case, supplier down sizing decisions
were made based on the suppliers quality rating.

5. Global Sourcing

In each company there is increased procurement from
foreiqgn countries. Of $50 billion in annual procurement, Ford
spent $15 billion in foreign procurement in 1990. (Raia, 1990,
p- 43) Intel and Motorola are totally dependent on foreign
sources for certain key components in their computer chip
manufacturing. In fact, they are so concerned about the
domegtic supplier base that they have each establisghed
initiatives to improve the base: Motorola through its
universicy for training quality, and Intel with its supplier
support program. They both feel that the lack of quality
domestic suppliers leaves them overly exposed in the event
foreign suppliers opt to restrict their exports.

6. LlLong Term Contractor Relationships

In conjunction with reducing their supplier base and
early supplier involvement, "best practice" companies are
establishing longer term relations with remaining suppliers.
Aiong with these 1longer term relations is the demand for
constant improvement. Many of Ford’s long term contracts

include clauses which reduce prices each year of the contract

life based on anticipated improvements in productivity.




B. COMPARISONS WITH DCMC ORGANIZATION
Of the s8ix key trends identified, early supplier
involvement, centralized procurement, and to a lesser degree
supplier monitoring & recognition are evident in both DCMC and
private industry. A closer look at these parallels is seen
below,
1. Early Supplier Involvement
Realizing the importance of working with suppliers,
DCMC’s most recent initiatives--IQUE and PROCAS--rely on heavy
involvement with a supplier’s process. These programs give
all divisions within DCMC greater awareness of a supplier’s
process and valuable points of contact within the supplier
organization. This critical element in the contractor-
supplier relationship allows quicker and more thought out
changes with input from both the end user and manufacturer.
Additionally, new contract awards are now closely integrated
with the supplier as a result of an improved knowledge of his
internal processes.
2., Centralized Pzocurement
Dob has 1long been a proponent of centralized
procurement. Through its Defense Logistic Agency inventory
control points, all DoD spare part requirements are procured
centrally.
This concept ig not limited to spare parts; increased

emphasis is also being placed on the interoperability of
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weapons sgsystems between services through centrally procured
gsystem components. The Under Secretary of Defense for
Acquisition and Technology, Dr. John Deutch, underscored this
goai by outlining & plan to rely on a common pool of
equipment, from expensive radars and navigational systems to
ground-based simulators, for both Navy and Air Force aviation
requirements. (Pastor, p. Al2)

Like private industry, the goal of this initiative is
two-fold; first, to reduce cost through interoperability and
spare part support; second, to recognize economies of scale by
pooling asset regquirements.

Centralized procurement impacts DCMC by reducing the
number of supplilers to monitor. Thig reduces administrative
cost and gives DCMC larger contracts on which they can focus
greater resources.

One of the advautages of centralized procurement in
the private sector not realized by DCMC is the advantage of
coupling large centralized buys with long term supplier
relationships. This concept is discussed in greater detail in
Section C.3, Lut is mentioned here as there is a natural
connection between centralized procurement and long term
supplier relationships.

3. Supplier Monitoring & Recognition
Through PROCAS and IQUE, DCMC has two excelleat

vehicles for monitoring contractor performance. Like private




industry, DCMC is actively working with contractors to imprcve
their internal quality control processes. This teaming
approach increases contractor efficiency and improves tie end
Froduct. William Waldmen, a senior TRW official identified
37 specific improvements since adopting PROCAS including a 50%
decrease in cycle time for Government forward pricing rate
agreements =rv1 a 49% decreade in rejections.
(Stacy-Nichols p. 8)

Untortunately, unlike [ -ivate industry these DCMC
initiatives fall well short of their full potential. A
dis:ussion of areas where th.s system needs improvement is

given in Sectiocn C.S5.

C. GAPS BRETWSEN DCMC AND PRIVATE INDUSTRY

DCMC initiatives which are not common or do not closeliy
parallel private industry include: reduced supplier base,
global sourcing, long term contractor relatiocnships, formal
organization which includes both a contract award and

anminiatyatinn funrtinn
adminagiration Tungcoion,

and tc aome
monitoring and recognition. Each of these differences is
discussed further below.
1. Reduced Supplier Base
As a result of the statutory limitations imposed by
the Competition in Contracting Act (CICA) and the emphasis

placed on competiticn throughout every phase of major system

acquisition, the Government has historically been extremely
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competition-oriented and aggressively expanded their supplier
base. This is in direct contrast with private industry which
has actively decreased their number of suppliers in the past
decade.

Recently this dichotomy in approaches has come under
a great deal of scrutiny. Fueled by reduced DoD spending and
Preasident Clinton’'s "Bottoms-Up Review" carried out by the
Secretary of Defense, Les Aspin, the Government is becoming
increasingly active in assisting suppliers to convert their
facilities for commercial use and allowing reductions in the
number of Government suppliers. Mergers previously considered
by the Federal Trade Commission as antitrust violations, like
Alliant Techsystem
Both firms are in the ordinance businegs, which due to a
decliine in Army missile procurement, attempted a merger in
1992 which was aggressively opposed by the Federal Trade
Commission. (Ricks, p. Al6)

While this renewed Government interest appears to be
a step in the right direction, there is 10 sign of eliminating
the CICA mandate for fair and open competaition on all new
procurement.

2. Global Sourcing

Buying U.S. made products has been a fundamental

concept of Government acquigition from its inceptior. The

Government has used Federal acquisition as an instrument of

70




its fiscel policy in every major depression «nd recession.
Currently, the Government still sees the creation of jobs
through fede. il sperding as a primary vehicie for reducing
unemployment .

Legislation lik« the Buy American Act (BAA) inhibits
DoD from aggressive glubal sourcing. The inability to procure
globally protects segments of the defense industry base froum
global competition. This forces both the PCO and ACO to deal
with contractors who may be inferior to foreign conpetitors
both in guality and price.

3. Long-Texrm Comtractor Relationships

Long-term relationships which are key to improved
supplier relations in industry require federal approval within
DoD and are seldom used. While shorter contracts may be more
flexible in an environment of constant change, the benefits of
longer term relationships cannot be overemphasized. A long
term relationship not only fosters a partnership between buyer
and supplierxr, but it allows contractors a greater degrece of
planning in terxrms of facilities, capital requirements, and
work force.

2dditionally, frequently changing companies forces a
completely new set of monitoring requirements on DCMC which
then must start from ground level and workup to understand the
new companies’ procedures. (Kennedy) While there are

caertainly cases which require a supplier change, the cost of




doing 8o is recognized within private industry, but often
ignored in the DoD sector.

The politics of maintaining close Congressional
control is most frequently cited as the impediment to enacting
multi-year contracts. The power of the purse, undcubtedly
Congress’ strongest socurce of power, would be diminished if
DoD were given authority to commit funds on a multi-year
basis. Accordingly, Congress has micromanaged spending within
DoD through the House and Senate Armed Services Committees and
Appropriations Committe=s.

4. Organization Structure

Private industry evaluates contracts with feedback
directly from the end user, the companies production line.
Systems like Hewlett Packard’'s PROMIS system (Chapter II 3.b)
are designed to handle contracts from cradle to grave with
direct input access from all concerned parties. This
contrasts with DoD’s structure where contract award is
performed within a Service-specific organization (e.g. Air

oLce, Arity, Navy, Marines)] and monitoring is done by DCMC a
DoD wide organization, not an end user.

This separation of the PCO and ACO functions can 1lead
to inefficiency. For example, an ACO at DCMAO San Francisco
recalls conducting a pre-award survey (a thorough assessment

of a company’s financial viability prior to contract award),

on a contractor vhich had a 1long history of successful




Government performance because a new PCO was unaware of its
past performance. He added that there is no common database
between organizations which tracks supplier performance.
(Pfeiffer) This lack of a common database between
organizations ensures, &at a minimum, duplication of effort
when contract information is entered from one database to
another. This is compounded by the fact that DCMC services
all procurement branches of DoD: each have their own unique
automated procurement systems.

Communication between PCOs and ACOs has been a topic
of some debate. A study of this topic in the arena of major
weapons system acquisition recommended:

PCOs and ACOs assigned to weapon system contracts continue

to strive for moure effective and more complete
communication in order to eliminate voids and minimize
duplication of effort in performing contract
administration. (Wanner p. 44)

Because the unique separation between FCO and ACO
functions, under the current DoD organization, does not
closely parallel private industry, it is presented here as a
cggikle areca for ch

S. Supplier Monitoring and Recognition
Discussed here are reasons why supplier monitoring and
recognition within DCMC fails to meet its full potential.
Reasons for this failure incilude the following: (1) failure to

reward superior performers, (2) no centralized database for
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supplier monitoring (3) excesgsive overgight requirements.
Each of these areas are discussed further below.
a. Failure to Reward Suppliers

The best reward a superior supplier can hope for
within the Government system is improved profit on an existing
contract. Even that may not be possible depending on the
contract type. Private industry offers tangible incentives in
the form of long term and incentive-based contracts. Ford
estimated that over 70% of its suppliers are under long term
contracts. (Raia, 1990, p. 42) Intel said ¢f incentive-based
contracts: "the concept has inspired our U.S. suppliers."
(Raia, 1993, p. 73)

Of these two contract types, long term contracts is
the mcst tangible as it offers a base on which companies can
plan for future workload and long term viability. Government
contractors do use incentive contracts, but regulation
requires Congressional approval of contracts which obligate
money longer than one fiscal year. (DoD 5000.2M p. 21-1)

b. Inadequate Feedback

Becausz the procugement contracting officer (PCO)
and the ACO work for different commands there is often a
costly disconnect. Mentioned earlier there is no central
database which documents supplier quality within DCMC. As a

result, the best data available on a suppliers past

perfoxrmance is a periodically updated and distributed list of




guspended or « oarred contractore. This is significantly
different from private industry where the procurement
contracting officer has either a centralized database for
supplier performance >r holds periodic pevformance reviews on
each supplier with the product end user.
c. Excessive Oversight

The list of oversight requirements for Government
contracts is endlesgs. To gauge the scope of the problem look
at the agencies authorized to perform overgight; DCMC, PCO and
staff, preogram/project manag~r, Defense Contract Rudit Agency
(DCAA), Office of Federal Cortiract Compliance Programs, Agency
Inspector General (including; Defe.se Criminal Investigate
Service, Navy Investigative Service, U.E. ~Army Criminal
Investigation Division, and Air Force Office of Special
Investigations). General Accounting Office, and various
(‘ongressional committees and staff. (Sherman p. 71)

¥ith this n. aber of auditing bodies, therr is
little wonder why many businesgeg shy away from Government
contracts. The bureaucracy inherent in this type of overasight
ig staggerinc. Recently the "inder Secretary of Deferse, Dr.
William Perry, addressing Naval Postgraduate School at a guest
lecture, stated that 30% of every Govermment procuremant
aollar yoes to administration vice 10% in private induscry.

Thie thought was ecneoed by ACOs at DCMAO San Irancisco, who

were quivk to point out that many of the monitoring reports




which they receive are gdone to satisfy FAR mandates and have

little value added.

D. SUMMARY

Chapter V identified six common initiatives in contract
monitoring within private industry; early supplier
involvement, cencralized procurement, supplier monitoring and
recognition, reduced supplier base, global sourcing, and long
term supplier relationships. Of these initiatives the first
three were apparent within DCMC to varying degrees, but the
last three were not. Based on the analysis of these
differences, Chapter VI wiil draw some conclusions, make
reconmendations to improve the DCMC crganization, give summary
answers to the initial research questions and list areas for

iurther research.
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VI. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The final step in the benchmark process, this last chapter
will draw conclusions on why differences exist between private
industry and Government contract monitoring and make
recommendations on improving DCMC’s contract monitoring
procedure. Additionally, a section will be devoted to
summarizing answers to each of the research guestions
presented in Chapter I and identifying areas for follow-on

regearch.

A. CONCLUSIONS

Twc conclusions <rawn from this research which must be
addressed are: (1) private induytry has no organizations
equivalent to DCMC. and (2) Government contract monitoring
will never ciosely parallel private industry without a change
in goals.

i. DQMC Hag no Private I

Private industry has nc organization like DCMC which is
solely responsible for the administration of contracts.
Consequently, wmany of the comparisons made with private
industry, and recommendations for improvemeni, go beyond the
scope of just contract monitoring.

This difference in organization is a centrzl issue to

this research and became a vocal point fer discussion. The
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pros and cons of separating contract award and administration
were discussed with several contracting professionals both
within privete ndustry and Government.

Procurement mangers from both Intel and Hewlett Packard
felt that some separation was needed between the buginess end
of awarding corporate contracts and their administration.
They based their opinion on the difference in skills required
to award a contract and take care of the rphysical receipt and
material management of the prodvct. Negotiation skills and
businesgs acumen are key to contiact award, bLut statistical
sampling and material management e:perience are more critical
to administration. At Motorola, group procurement managers
actually take part in corporate contract awards.
Consequentiy, they maintain control «f both contract award and
adminigtration. {Burlescn)

On the Governmeatr side the egeparation of contract award
and administration is more compiicated. Because DCMC is not

A onA vTon
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the contract adminigtrator (DU'C) is azcountlble to the
procuring corganization who in turn works for the end user.

This separation from end users can cause mistokes. The
Director ot Contract Management for the Naval Sea Systems
Command stated that he has seen geveral examples where parts
from cortracts aduninietered by DCMC simply do aot work in the

fleet. (43 cknian)
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To parallel private industry, DCMC would need to
combine with the Service procurement organizations and allow
the end users to perform the physical side of contract
administration. Taken alone, this step would put contract
administration back to where it was before th:2 1963 Project 60
study; the study which led to the merger of Army, Air Force,
and Navy contract administration organizations and gave birth
to the current DCMC organization.

An alternative to this approach, would be the meiger of
DCMC with a new DoD-wide procurement organization responsible
for all Arxmy, Air Force, and Navy procurement. The resulting
organization would encompass the entire contracting process
from award through administration and close-out.

At least in part chis type of organization has been
propcsed before. Harold Brown and James Schlesinger, both
former Secretaries of Defense, made a similar recommendation
to the New York Times in 1988, saying:

We should also consider integrating the acquisition

system, creating a single orxganization staffed by

civilians and military officers from each service. A

radical change like this, however, should be

developed, evaluated and--assuming it holds up to
scrutiny--implemented by the Defense Department
itself. The imposition o0f such an organization
through legisglation would guarantee failure. (Dobler,

Burt, Lee, p. 705)

The profound nature of this recommendation prompted some
additional inquiry into its feasibility.

The Director cof Contract Manageinent for the Naval Sea

Systems Command said that such an organization was possible,
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but added that an assessment of its merit would be extremely
difficult. (Hickman) The Deputy Director for Contracts at
Fleet Industrial Service Certer (FISC) Oakland said he was
surprised that there were no existing initiatives to
centralize contracting across Service lines. He added that
regional consolidation of large contracts was ongoing within
the Navy in response to base closures and down sizing. At
FISC Oakland, the current plan is to withdraw large contiact
authority and refer any large contract requirements to the
Naval Regional Contracting Center in San Diego. On the issue
of combining pre:uring and administration functions, he felt
gseparation was necessary and stated that the emphasis placed
on contract award awmong Prowuring Contract Officers causes
administration to fall through the cracks if not handled
separately. (Copas)

The Head of Contracting for Public Works Center (PWC)
Oakland felt that the degree of gpecialized knowledge required
for different types of contracting made consolidation across
service lines infeasible. He added that the $65 million in
large contracts for which PWC was responsible were managed
from cradle to grave in house. Repair and overhaul, ground
maintenance, and hazardous waste disposal made up the bulk of
the PWC werkioad and required specialized knowledge to award
and administer. Further, he felt that DCMC's role was geared

towards administration of supply parts type contracts and not
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particularly suited for major weapon systems or construction
type contracts. (Haitz)

Poging the idea of a single DoD organization to the
Program Manager for Customer Outreach at DCMC, he pointed out
that such a proposal had reen discussed before, but felt it
was unwarranted. He added that since the transition from DCAS
to DCMC in 1990 the organization has been increasingly in
demand by PCOs. Further, with the advent of fee for service
Le felt certain the role of DCMC wculd expand outside the
boundary of DoD and perform contract administration for other
Government agencies. He noted that such an expansion would
compound the difficulty of creating a single DoD contracting
organization. (Toda)

Summarizing these various views it ie clear that a
great deal of ambivalence exists towards a combined DoD
procurement organization. The concept of such an organization
is addressed here conly because the current DCMC structure is
not present in the beet of private industry. Consequently,
revising the existing structure is an area which merits
further ccnsideration, but is beyond the scope of this
regsearcli.

2. Public Vs. Private Industry Contracting Goals
One contract professional stated that two thirds of
the purpose for Government contract administration is to

ensure compliance with congressional socic-economic programs.
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(Hickman) These programs like small business set-asides, set-
asides for minority and disadvantaged businesses, promotion of
Federal Prison Industries, conformance with fair labor laws,
and promotion of envirormentally sound products hampers the
systems ability to match private industry efficiency. (Sherman
pp. 346-353) In contrast, the primary goal of private industry
is best value in terms of qualicy, delivery schedule,
technology, and price.

This fundamental difference in goals between
Government and private industry makes comparisons difficult.
The issue of changing goals and corresponding legislation is
unaveidable if Government contract monitoring will ever truly
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B. RECOMMENDATICNS
Prior to presentation of recommendations, it is important
to note that the area of Government acguisition reform has

received a great deal of scrutiny with limited success iu
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the Packard Commission firdings noted that it was the sixth
major stuady of defense acqguisition in the past four decades,
recognizing the fact that it was merely addressing continuing
problems. The forward cf the report quoted the current House
Armed Service Committee Chairman (Les Aspin) saying: "Perhaps

the next executive commission should be created, not to
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propose the reforms, but to implement them." (U.S. Congress,
1988)

A common thread throughout previous commission reports and
the most recent Section 800 Panel and National Performance
Review (promulgated in 1993) was the need to reduce Government
oversight and allow managers greater flexibility to act more
like private industry. A quote from this year’'s National
Performance Review highlighted this need by saying we need to
v ..change federal-procurement from ’'rigid’ rules to ’‘guiding
principles’ that allow Coverunnent managers more freedom....".
(Birnbaum p. Al)

Accordingly, the recommendatione listed below call for

corresponding changes in Government gocals and legislation.
Recommendations include: (1) reducing DoD'’s supplier base
through monitoring and rewarding, (2) removing the restriction
on lcng term supplier relatiomnships, (3) promoting global
sourcing of requirements, and (4) refocusing DoD procurement
on customer quality.
l. Supplier Base Reduction by Honitoring ard Rewarding
Just like private industry, DCMC must act as the
catalyst for reducing suppliers and rewarding superior defense
contractoxrs. PROCAS and IQUE are initial steps in a broader

program which must recognize asuperior suppliers tnrough the

nor:-competitive avard ot follow-on contracts. Thig procedure




will seriously reduce contract award ceets and the number of
defense contractors.

The 1993 National Performance Review recognized the
advantage of rewarding suppliers and reconmended
establishment of an interagency Excellence in Vendor
Paerformance Council to:

Establish policies and techniques to measure centractor
performance under contracts and use this information in
gource selection, (Federal Contracts Report, 1793)
This type of arraungement, commen in private industry, is
illegal under current law. The Competition in Contracting Act
(CICA), Public law 98-369, mandates competitive contract award
with only limited exceptious.

X

5 ey il - 3dno ~he e ~nE srira
¥ Lt T 1N L § £33 e . T =3 e

1 1di 1 to  proh g

performers, this mandate negatively impacts early supplier
involvement and long term relaticnships. Ccmpanies who cannot
be guaranteed follow-on work are hesitant to invest in early
research and design of new products.
2. Long Term Supplier Relaticuships

Title 10 U.S.C. 2306, which mandates contract types,
must be changed to allow multiple year contraci awards. This
recommendation ties closely to reducing the number of
Government suppliers. FEntering into longer term contractor

relations is a atural vehicle for reducing the number of

suppliers and awarding superior pexformance.




The time is ripe for c¢hange. A proposal from this
year’s Naticnal Performance keview called for implementation
of a two yoar budget. Hopefully, this initiative isg a first
step in broader changes which will free the contracting
cofficer to award long term contracts.

3. ¢lobal Sourcing

Government has never embraced uvlobai sourcing of LoD
acguisitions. However, with the significant initiatives to
reduce tariffs and increase trade, like GATT and NAFLIL, tle
Buy American Act needs revision to allow all non-cricical
items to be procured globally. This will open competition to
new areas ¢f Government acquisition and presumably have the
same effect on quality as Japanese comnpetition hasa had on the
Big Three autc makers.

4. Refocusing on Customsr Quality

Government procurement perscnnel have kbeen inundated
with mandated requirements for so long they are unable to
provide the kind of quality custcomers expect. In procurement,
quality is getting the right material, in the right quantity,
at the right time, from the right supplier, at the right price
to meet the customer’s need. The current environment places
80 much emphasic on oversight that contracting professionals
are unable to meet all of the quality requirements.

By reducing mandatory regulations the contracting

officer can regain the flexibility needed to meet the




T Mt

Bl i bl

e o TORFUC R

. EAEETET T T R

OCUE R e

VRETE T AYELL TSI AT E RE T RER ] KPR R PR T Y AT

LT sl L

customers needs. Surprisingly, a study done by the Merit
Protection Standards Board on the quality of the contracting
work force (specifically GS-11028) and the quality of the
procurement procesgs, found in general that the work force was
ioing a good job. However, the procurement process was
resoundingly criticized in this same study as inefficient and
failing to serve the best interest of either the Government or
Private Industry. (Crum, pp. 161-163)
5. Summary

The Government supplier monitoring process will never
be a mirror image of its private industry counterparts unless
the underlying goals are changed. National objectives,
security needs, funding limitations and lack of profit as a
motivator are a few of the reasons for this dichotomy.
However, the general feeling that the Government is
inefficient and the continued deficit in sesources demands

chat every attempt must be made to adopt industry initiatives

Consequently, the recommendations of this research are
aimed at imprcoving the contract monitoring process in the
broadest sense by freeing contracting perconne: from

regulations which prohibit their efficiency.
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C. SUMMARY ANSWERS TO RESERRCH QUESTIONS
Summarized below are answers to the questions posed at the
start of this research. Additionally, the final section of

this report cutlines areas of interest fcr follow-on research.

1. Whst "begt practice" indugtry initiatives in
monjitoring large contract suppliers can 1i o
Government coptract adminlstration?

Industry initiatives applicable to Government
acguisition include: (1) reduced DoD supplier base through
monitoring and rewarding quality firmg, (2) use of long term
supplier relationships, (3) global sourcing of suppliers, (4)

radical reduction in overgight and (5) focus on customer and

nroduct cmality wrice nrocurement nrocaga
e RRe e R T e I S
2. ¥hat criteria are used to monitor gupplier performance

in private industry?

Each private industry firm presented had unique
monitoring criteria. However, the overall trend was a focus
on "best value" described as the lowest number of defects in
parts received, responsiveness, technical innovation, just-in-

time delivery, etc.

3. How often does private industry review suppliers for
ceontract conformance bagsed on their criteria?

The goal of all firms was to reduce the level of
supplier monitoring as much as possible. However, quality
assegsmentsg were done periodically to rate overall supplier

effectiveness. For example, Hewlett Packard related that it
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reviews supplier performance through Procurement Strategy

Boards which meet two to four times annually. (Survey data)

4. What factors are used to detexmine the manning level
and orxgapization for contract monitoring in private
ipduptry?

Manning levels were determined by cost and complexity
of the contracts managed. There was no specific metric found
for this calculation and procurement organizations were

treated as diséretionary cost centers for budgeting purposes.

D. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH
The areas 1listed below were identified for further

research.

@ Review the feasibility of merging acquigiticn agencies
across service boundaries. This research would identify
various offices, develop criteria for the merger, express
how the new organization would look, and address the

barriers to achieving such a goal.

® Agsess the compatibility of the different databases used
within DoD to both procure and administer contracts. This
study would outline each system, discusa compatibility
between systems, identify the amount of data currently
transferred between the procuring and administering
systems., and assess the best system for wuse throughout
DoD.

® Explore reengineering the internal relationship between
the major divisions within DCMC; contract management,
quality assurance and program and technical support. This
study would look at radical new ways of internal design
within the existing organization to dramatically improve
their internal processes. The study would apply
reengineering concepts outlined in i i
Corporation, a reference book used in this :r. -arch.
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APPENDIX A

SUPPLIER MANAGEMENT
SURVEY

Demographicsg

1. How many active contracts does your company have which
equal or exceed $25,000 in total dollar value?

2. What 18 the total dollar value of these contracts?

3. How many different suppliers do these contracts
represent?

4, Of these contracts how many have a duration longer than
2 years?

Nocte: The term contracts used in the remainder of this
survey refers to active contracts which equal or exceed
$25,000. This distinction is made for comparison purposes
with the Department of Defense where $25,000 is the
statutory separation between large contracts, which require
greater administration, and small contracts.

Supplier Evaluation

1. What are the top five criteria used by your company to

+ - 3 . £ mesemen T d aen ammae o T — e
tor the quality of supplier periormaicCe On  Ccontracis?y

.e. timely performance, evidence of statistical control,
e

1.




2. For the criteria listed in question one, what mechanisms
are in place to monitor compliance (i.e. statistical process
control, in plant evaluations, personnel assigned to
supplier plants, etc.). Providing existing documentation of
these mechanisms would ve ideal.

3. 1In general, how often do you review supplier performance
on contracts?

Contract Adminigtration Organization

1. How is your contract management organization configured?
(An organization diagram and job descriptions would be most
helpful)

2. How large is your supplier monitoring work force?




3. How is your supplier monitoring work force structured
(by commodity, contract size, etc)?

4. How do you determine the size of your contract
monitoring work force (ratio of personnel to active
contracts, dollar amount of contracts, percentage of sales,
etc)?

Qrrmm T 4 A
A -1 A X

1. What initiatives has your company taken in the past five
years to monitor and improve supplier quality? Providing
documentation of existing programs would be very helpful.

2. Are there any other initiatives you have implemented
which affect supplier performance (i.e. supplier recognition
programs, supplier training programs, etc)? If yes, please
describe the program and provide documentation.




3. This suxvey is aimed at benrchmarking contract monitoring
and contract management organizations in private industry
for application to Government contraccing. Based con your
experience, what initiatives do you feel c¢he Government
should pursue to improve their monitoring of suppliers?




APPENDIX B

NGO RNLI U]
o
SRATHIV-PIN

{eus) _
qiion

15RIGLION

qinog

L2 DL B [1]

puswwmo) juswBvuwy
19%300) €43u) sj0daq §22103)
ETLEFEN| “ ICIAIIG ELLESEY(| £iddng
J
. _
|
4032341
¥id

ADNEADY
SOLLSIDOTT HSNHAAA




. | S z
; Ouo & . SHOLIVHINGD E6I \ /\

5 |/

JINNOSYHId _
) 7<,.\\Lw 9
A /\(// v
\ SHOLIVHINOD €19
(VINVLY) HI710S GWSQ N TINNOSYId LS8
T INTVA §6'958
/ S1OVHINOD SiE'e
SHOLOVHINOD 5046 f . S.OVD b4
&) 3INNOSYId 006Y L
% . INTIVA 8r2is TYNCUYNSIINT OWoa
nNu {r-S1OVHLNOD 000'9E} v
2 ﬂ,ﬂ. S.0V2 €2 \
R k ] SHOLOVHLNOD SHYE M
< TINNOSHId 009
INTVA 85248 5,
S1ovH.N nwoo.ww .,W Y SHOLSVHYINOD 8544
’ TINNOSYd 0048
INTHA ETELS S — anflva azces
SLIVHINOID 06696 &.\ / (0OVIIHD) TVEINID GAIT S1oVALINOS 000'46
S.0vJ 92 J s.ovo sz
- < /
(vg1sog) 1 ?._Mx 153M GROa
-
l/
—
/
/IMZ

AN7VAWOD INAWAOVNVI IDVIINGD ASNIAITA




APPENDIX D

AlD L) ino

18{olay
ONWoa

L

ata 1y e
o3aIM
OWOoa

A pE Hn z

Aeg yinos
oKno5a

10 o€ Hn

asors
21N OW2a

|

129

uojs}Alg
eouwInssy
Liend

—

1w o

A1 &3 w3
jioddng

|esjuysoel ¢
weiboliy

AlD & 1r e

eo)jo
SUO|IBOJUNWWGA
-TES

A1D 08 [T
5|0 j4oddng

NUBWWOoY ~

(

AlD o9

ucisiaig
justiabeuepy
198U

nn -

AjD ) Hr
jasunocy

10 @21410

AN T 1o
ssauisng

llewg

_

Aindaqg

lspuewiuion

uollezuieblQ justing

00sIoURI4 UGS QOVINOQ

95




LIST OF REFERENCES

Alstott, James, IQUE The New Philosophy in Government Quality
Assurance, Contract Mapagement. April, 1991.

(ASQC) American Society for Quality Control, Teaming with
Government Customers, ASQC Aviation/Space & Defense Divigion
Newsletter Notes, September, 1993,

Birnbaum, Jefferey, and Noah, Timothy, Latest Plan to Make

Government Work Just Might Work, The Wall Street Journal. 7
September 1993.

Burleson, Larry, Head of Motorola’'s Governmment Electronics
Group, phone conversation of 5 January 1994.

Copas, Gordon, Deputy Director of Contracting for the Fleet
Industrial Service Center, Oakland, phone conversation of 8
December 1993.

Crum, John, Quality in Federal Procurement, Proceedings,
Acquisition Research Symposium, 1993.

Customer Cutreach Program, Defense Contract Management
Command, Alexandria, Virginia, 20 July 1993.

Dobler, Donald, Burt, David, and Lee, Ilamar, Purchasing and

Materials Management, 5th edition, McGraw-Hill, Inc., New
York, New York, 1990.

DoD, Secretary of Defense Project 60, Contract Management, Vol
I, June 1963.

Dowd, Sean, Purchasing Manager, lntel Corporation, Corporate
Marketing Group, personal interview, Santa Clara, California,
10 December 1993.

Deshpande, Homesh, phone conversation with Prism Research of
20 July 1993.

DoD 5000.2M, Defense Acquisition Management Documentation and
Reports, February 1991.

Federal Contracts Report, NPR Draft Chapter on Federal
Frocurement Calls for Sweeping Changes, Bureau of National
Affairs, 30 August 1993,

96




GAO, U.S. General Accounting Office, A-12 Default Termination
Issues, Report GAO/T-NSIAD-91-14, 9 Aprili 1991.

Gineg, Milton, DCMAO San Francisco, peiscnal interview,
Sunnyvale, California, 22 October 1993,

Graham, Jean, Benchmarking: What you need to do to make it
work. Purchasing. 14 January 1993.

Haitz, Joe, Head of Contracting, Public Works Center, Oakland,
phone conversation of 8 December 1993.

Hickman, Ron, CAPT, USN, Dir Contract Management Division
NAVSEA, phone conversation of S January 1994.

Jansen, David, Director Subassemblies Procurement, Hewlett
Packard, Corporate Procurement, personal interview, Palo Alto,
California, 10 December 1993.

Kennedy, Maxine, DCMAO San Francisco, personal interview,
Sunnyvale, California, 22 GOctober 1993.

Krug, Brenda, phone conversation with Gongos & Associates of
23 August 1993.

Mastin,Roger C., DCAS Milesione or Milistome, IreESE€arCli papex,
Defense Logistics Studies Information Exchange, Fort Lee,
v.rginia, 12 March 1973.

Miller, Krystal, Toyota Raises Prices on 1994-Model Cars From
2.5% to 12%, The Wall Street Journal. 3 September 1993.

NIST, National Institute of Standards & Technology, Malcolm

Baldrige National OQuality Award (1992 Award Criteria),
American Society for Quality Control, Milwaukee, Wisconsin,
1993.

Pasztor, Andy and Ccle, Jeff, Defense Contractor’s Face Plan
to put same technology in Navy, Air Force Jets. The Wall
Street Journal. 30 August 1993.

Pfeiffer, Mark, DCMAO San Francisco, personal interview,
Sunnyvale, California, 22 October 1993.

Raia, Ernest, 1221 Medal of Professional Excellence
(Motorola). Purchasing. 26 September 1991.

Raia, Ernest, 1992 Medal of Professional Excellence (Hewlett-
Packard). Purchasing. 24 September 1992.

97




Raia, Ernest, 1990 Medal of Professional Excellence (Ford).
Purchaging. 27 September 1990.

Raia, Ernest, Inside Intel. Purchasing. 23 September 1992,

Raia, Ernest, 1989 Medal of Professional Excellence (NCR).
Purchasing. 28 September 1989.

Ricks, Thomas E., and Davidson, Joe, Defense-Industry Mergers

Will Get Pent=agcn Support. The Wall Street Journal. 1
September 1993.

Rosewicz, Barbara, Failure of Mars Observer and Weather
Satellite Throw NASA‘'s Post-Cold War Mission Off Orbit. The
Wall Street Jourpal. 30 August 1993.

Sherman, Stanely, Contract Management{ Pogt Award, Woodcrafters
Publlcatlons, Gaithersburg, Maryland, 1987.

Stacy-Nichols, Linda. DCMC Strikes Gold with PROCAS.
Dimengionsg, June 1993.

Thompson, Fred, Deregulating Defense Acquisition, Political
Science Quarterly, Vol 107, Nr 4, 1992-93.

Toda, Frank, phone conversation with DCMC Customer Outreach
Program Manager (COL Frank Toda, USAF) of 3 September 1993.

U.S. Congress, House, Committee on the Budget, Task Force on
Urgent Fiscal Issues. 102nd Cong., 2d session, January 27,
1992, Serial No. 4-5. Washington, D.C., GPO.

U.S. Congress, House, Defense Panel and Acquisition Policy
Panel, Defense Acquisition: Major U.S. Commission Reports
(1945-1968), 100th Cong., 2d session, 1988, Washington, D.C.,
GPO.

Wanner, Thomas, Roles of the Procuring and Administrative
Contracting Officers (PCO and ACO) in the administration of
Weapon System Contracts, research paper, Defense Logistics
Studies Information Exchange, Fort Lee, Virginia, May 1976.

Weber, Richard and Johnson, Ross, i n in
Quality, ASQC, Quality Press, Milwaukee, Wisconsin.

Whiting, Rick, One era ends ... another begins,
Electronic Buginegg, Vol: 19 1Iss: 5, May 1993.

Zino, Ken, You’ve Put us Back on Top. Parade Magazine. 3
October 1993.

98




INITIAL DISTRIBUTION LIST

Defense Technical Information Center
Cameron Station
Alexandria, Virginia 22304-6145

Superintendent

Attn: Library, Code 52

Naval Postgraduate 3School
Monterey, California 93943-5002

Dr. Sterling Sessions, Code (AS/SG)
Department of Administrative Sciences
Naval Postgraduate School

Monterey, California 93943-5000

Professor Linda Wargo, Code (AS/WG)
Dapartment of Administrative Sciences

Naval Postgraduate School

MAantaaraw AalifFAarnia Q10A2_-8NNN
EX AL TR A 1‘ , M o i el e W d A B e bl W el R W wf W W W

COL Frank Toda

DCMC AQCOA

RM 8, D398

Cameron Station

Alexandria, Virginia 22304

LT Melvin G. Jones, SC, USN
120 Garrison Ave
Battle Creek, MI 492i7

Dr. David V. Lamm, Code (AS/LT)
Department of Administrative Sciences
Naval Postgraduate School

Monterey, California 93943-5000

99

No. Copies




